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July 8, 2006

By Hand Delivery and Electronic Mail
John Webb, Chief

Office of Environmental Services — South
Caltrans North Region

2389 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95833

Re: Shingle Springs Interchange Project
03-ED-50-KP R 16.6/R 18.7
State Clearinghouse Number: 2001072018

Dear Mr. Webb:

The comments that follow are submitted on behalf of El Dorado County and the
El Dorado County Air Quality Management District. The comments are arranged into
five areas. At the outset we describe the appropriate scope of environmental review for
this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report ("SEIR") based on our understanding
of the Third District Court of Appeals recent opinion. We then focus on the
inadequacies of Caltrans’ treatment of air quality impacts, traffic and the two smaller
casino alternatives. We close with a discussion of Caltrans’ failure to provide the
necessary 45-day notice period.

L. Scope of Environmental Review
The Court of Appeal’s specific holding is as follows:

To be sufficient, the EIR will have to disclose and analyze what the
interchange/hotel-casino's specific traffic-based ROG and NOx emissions
(or estimates) are, what their contributions to the regional emissions
budgets are, and whether these emissions and contributions are
significant (for example, in comparison to other existing or planned
projects within the transportation conformity analysis). The EIR must also
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consider and analyze the alternative, or alternatives, of a smaller hoteland
casino complex. The matter is remanded to the trial court for it to issue a
peremptory writ of mandate consistent with this disposition.

Decision at pp 57-58.

The SEIR does, in fact, disclose what the interchange/hotel-casino’s specific
traffic based ROG and NOx emissions are but provides no analysis. The SEIR also
discloses what their contributions to the regional emissions budgets are, but again
without any analysis. More importantly, the SEIR concludes that these emissions are
insignificant. By the County’s count Caltrans has now used four different thresholds of
significance to reach the same conclusion — air emissions from 3.5 million vehicles are
insignificant. As will be discussed below, Caltrans’ latest threshold of significance has
more problems than the three that preceded it. Caltrans took a different approach with
traffic, relying on projections that it knew were wrong. In addition, the SEIR gives short
shrift to the Court’'s command that Caltrans analyze a smaller hotel and casino complex
by hiding behind the previous determination that none of the impacts from the larger
complex were significant and concluding simplistically that impacts from the smaller
alternatives are also necessarily insignificant — without disclosing what the actual
impacts of the smaller alternatives are. This does not satisfy CEQA or the Court's
decision.

i Air Quality
A Disclosure and Analysis of Project-Specific Emissions.

The SEIR is inadequate because it does not contain sufficient information for the
County to comment on the methodology, accuracy or results of the new EMFAC-
BURDEN emission estimates discussed in sections 5.5-7 through 5.5-7.3. One of the
primary purposes of an EIR is to disclose information to the public that will enable
informed public comment. CEQA Guidelines, sections 15120, 15121. The EMFAC-
BURDEN discussion in the SEIR does not satisfy that purpose because it describes
only the claimed results of running the models, and does not present substantial
evidence (or indeed any evidence at all) concerning how the two models were set up or
run, thus preventing the County from fully understanding or replicating the modeling or
determining whether the models were run properly. The SEIR presents certain
numerical modeling results, but there is no supporting analysis. Simply referring to two
models by name and presenting take-it-or-leave-it emissions impact estimates is not
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sufficiently informative or useful, and does not constitute a proper analysis or the
analysis the Court specifically required.

CEQA contemplates that technical information, such as information describing
how air quality modeling has been conducted, will be included in a technical appendix,
so that the public can understand and comment on the specific assumptions, inputs,
outputs and other important details that reveal whether the modeling was done
properly. CEQA Guidelines, section 15147. Both the Environmental Assessment
prepared by the National Indian Gaming Commission and the EIR/EA for this project
contained at least some information (albeit limited and erroneous) in technical
appendices describing Caltrans’ prior air quality modeling. By contrast, the SEIR has
no air quality appendix, and is completely devoid of any modeling details, thus
preventing the County from examining and commenting on the modeling.

In order to comment effectively and intelligently the County needs at least the
following information to be provided regarding the EMFAC-BURDEN modeling
conducted by Caltrans:

e Allrelevant traffic-related and operational information, assumptions, settings and
input used in support of the modeling

* All non-traffic related information (i.e. emissions from other types of sources),
assumptions, settings and input, if any, used in support of or in conjunction with
the modeling to estimate total project ROG and NOx impacts

e Allinputs, assumptions and settings (default and non-default) used to run
EMFAC

e Al EMFAC outputs, whether used to run BURDEN or not

* Allinputs, assumptions, and settings (default and non-default) used to run
BURDEN, including any specific outputs from EMFAC

» All outputs generated by BURDEN

* Electronic disks containing the actual modeling runs for both models that
resuited in the air quality impacts claimed in the SEIR

The County requests all such information for both versions of the modeling run by

Caltrans (EMFAC7F-BURDENTF, and EMFAC2002-BURDEN2002).
B. Applicability of AQMD Thresholds and Missouri Flat.

In the SEIR Caltrans determined that the project-specific impacts of the hotel-
casino were insignificant. It did so by using, for the first time, a standard borrowed from

3 Cont.
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federal law that was used by EPA to examine pollution transport between states on the
east coast. That standard is, on its face, a technically invalid, project-biased threshold
based on irrelevant federal interstate transport considerations. Caltrans was acting well
outside of its area of expertise and competence when it decided to use it. The fact that
Caltrans had to go so far to find a threshold suited to its purposes is remarkable in
itself. It is even more remarkable given the fact that there are applicable thresholds
available on the local, regional and state level right here in California. One of them was
discussed by the Court of Appeals as potentially applicable — the County Air Quality
Management District CEQA significance thresholds. The applicability of these
thresholds was expressly held open for consideration by the Appeals Court on remand
(Decision, p. 19), yet the SEIR does not even mention them. The AQMD thresholds
must be both considered and used to evaluate the project-specific air quality impacts
shown in the SEIR in order to comply with CEQA. —

The EI Dorado County AQMD adopted ROG and NOx significance thresholds set ~
at 82 Ibs/day for project operation as part of the February 2002 edition of its “Guide to
Air Quality Assessments: Determining Significance of Air Quality Impacts Under the
California Environmental Quality Act.” The Guide has been continuously published and
is available on the AQMD website at:

ptip://iwww.co.el-dorado.ca.us/emd/apcd/guide airquality.htm.

It is a violation of CEQA for Caltrans to not apply these significance thresholds in this
case for a number of reasons.

First, the AQMD thresholds must be used because they are the official
thresholds applicable to all projects in El Dorado County, and the AQMD, in its previous
comments on this project and in these comments, is requesting that they be used. The
AQMD is the applicable air pollution control agency in El Dorado County responsible for
regulating all emission sources and meeting all state and federal air quality planning
requirements. The AQMD’s regulatory authority extends not just to “stationary” sources
such as factories and businesses, but also to mabile source emissions from indirect
sources and transportation activities." The interchange/hotel-casino project is an
indirect source/transportation project. The AQMD thresholds were adopted after public
hearings in 2002 by resolution of the El Dorado AQMD board, pursuant to CEQA
Guideline sec. 15064.7, which encourages all public agencies to “develop and publish

thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determination of the significance

1 See Health &Safety Code secs. 40716, 40717.
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of environmental effects.” Thus the AQMD thresholds apply to all sources under its
regulatory authority, including this project.

Under these circumstances, where the AQMD has set CEQA thresholds that
stand as the only official CEQA air quality thresholds in El Dorado County, and where
the AQMD specifically requests their use, the AQMD thresholds assume special status
and it would be an abuse of discretion for Caltrans not to apply them.? As thresholds
adopted under section 15064.7, the AQMD thresholds are entitled to deference. The
only way for Caltrans to overcome the special status of the AQMD thresholds would be
for Caltrans to adopt its own thresholds under sec. 15064.7, but it has not done so.?

Second, use of the AQMD thresholds is the only way Caltrans can discharge its
obligation to give proper consideration to California’s state ambient air quality standards
("AAQS"). The “1% of motor vehicle emissions budgets” threshold used by Caltrans in
the SEIR (p. 5.5-7) is derived directly from the criteria used by EPA in 1998 (the “NOx
SIP Call" regulations) and in 2005 (“CAIR" regulations) to determine which states
(regions) contribute significantly to interstate ozone and ozone precursor transport in
the eastern portion of the nation. Both of those regulations address attainment of the
federal ozone AAQS, but give no consideration whatsoever to the California AAQS for
ozone. As the California AAQS for ozone are more stringent than their federal
counterpart,* Caltrans’ approach will necessarily under-evaluate impacts, and is
therefore inadequate as a CEQA methodology.

There is no question that CEQA requires evaluation of impacts vis-a-vis the
California AAQS. Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines specifically requires a
determination whether the project would “violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation” (App. G, L. (b)), or would
‘result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the

2 The AQMD thresholds would not be mandatory where the AQMD has not requested their use.

3 To adopt thresholds under sec. 15064.7, Caltrans would have to go through an open, public and
thorough process of: 1) consulting with the California Air Resources Board (“CARB") and Iocal air districts
throughout the state, 2) identifying and formally proposing a reasonable set of possible thresholds, along
with a supporting rationale for the thresholds, 3) receiving comments from the public (including the EI
Dorado County AQMD and other air pollution control agencies), and then 4) adopting final thresholds after
due consideration of all comments. By following this process, there would be a reasonable assurance that
Caltrans’ thresholds would be relevant to California and protective of air quality in the state.

4 The federal 8-hour ozone standard is 0.08 ppm, whereas the California 8-hour ozone standard is
0.070 ppm. In addition, there is no federal counterpart to the California 1-hour ozone standard of 0.09
ppm. The manner in which California determines violations of its AAQS is also more stringent. See 13
CCR 70100-70201.
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project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors.” (App. G, lIl. (c).) Moreover, in the DEIR for this project, Caltrans has
specifically referred to the California AAQS (DEIR, pp. 5.5-3 thru 5.5-9), thus
recognizing both their relevance under CEQA and its obligation to consider the
significance of air quality impacts in light of those standards. Unfortunately, the federal
interstate ozone transport-based criterion adopted by Caltrans in the SEIR does not
refer to or consider state AAQS, thus making the SEIR deficient on its face.

The significance thresholds for ozone in the County AQMD CEQA Guide, set at
82 Ibs/day, were adopted in consideration of the state AAQS,?and therefore must be
used by Caltrans to consider impacts vis-a-vis the state standards, even if its federal
ozone transport criterion is deemed adequate for considering impacts under the federal
ozone AAQS. At this stage in the process Caltrans cannot repair the SEIR after the
fact by identifying some new criterion for determining significance versus the state
AAQS in its response to comments, because such an approach would deprive the
public of its opportunity to comment on the criterion and therefore violate the central
CEQA tenet of providing complete information for public comment. If Caltrans intends
to address the significance of the air quality impacts in the SEIR in comparison to the
state AAQS, it may only do so by revising the SEIR and opening a new 45-day public
comment period.®

Third, Caltrans is foreclosed from not using the AQMD thresholds because it has
relied on EIRs that employ those thresholds in making its comparison with the Missouri
Flat projects, as set forth at pp. 5.5-10- thru 5.5-11 of the SEIR. In the Missouri Flat
comparison, Caltrans refers to the County’s April 1998 EIR for the “Missouri Flat Area
MC&FP and Sundance Plaza and El Dorado Villages Shopping Center Projects (“Area
EIR"). The Area EIR, which is hereby incorporated by reference into these comments,
addressed at the "program level” the air quality impacts of the programmatic funding
mechanism for general development of the Missouri Flat area near SR 50 a few miles
west of Placerville, known as the Master Circulation & Funding Plan (“MC&FP"). The
EIR also separately addressed, at the project level, the impacts of two private
developments, the Sundance Plaza and the E| Dorado Villages Shopping Center
Projects. According to the SEIR, the Area EIR “concluded that the traffic-related
emissions of the Missouri Flat Area projects were not significant because they did not
cause exceedances of the regional emissions budgets.” (SEIR, pp. 5.5-10 — 5.5-1 1)

5 See AQMD Guide, Chapter 3, p. 5.
6 As discussed elsewhere, there are a number of independent reasons for this.
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The SEIR is plainly wrong, and Caltrans has committed a serious error. The
Area EIR in fact concluded that the operational impacts from the MC&FP and from the
two private developments were “significant,” rather than “not significant” as claimed in
the SEIR. See pp. 4.5-25 thru 4.5-37 of the Area EIR. Also see p. 4.5-43 where the
Area EIR concludes explicitly that “significant and unavoidable [air quality] impacts
remain” for the MC&FP and both development projects after consideration of mitigation.
But the key point is that in reaching these conclusions, the Area EIR did not use
regional emissions budgets as the significance criterion, as claimed in the SEIR;7
rather, the Area EIR applied the significance criteria that had been adopted at the time
by the El Dorado County AQMD, or 10 Ibs/day for ROG and NOx. This is readily
apparent from the text and tables on pp. 4.5-25 thru 4.5-37 of the Area EIR.

The Court of Appeals suggested that the specific traffic-based emission impacts
for the interchange/hotel-casino could be compared against other projects covered by
the transportation conformity analysis. Decision, Pp. 57-58. The County agrees with
Caltrans that such a comparison would be difficult, as individual project impacts are not
determined as part of a conformity analysis. However, given that the Court asked for a
comparison, and given that Caltrans has referenced the air quality impacts shown in the
County's EIR for the Missouri Flat Area MC&FP and Sundance Plaza and E| Dorado
Villages Shopping Center Projects (Area EIR) as a proper basis for comparison, the
County has corrected the errors in the Caltrans description of the findings in the Area
EIR, as explained in section 2. above, and determined that the comparison results
necessarily in the conclusion that the ROG and NOx impacts from the Rancheria
project are significant, and must be mitigated as required by CEQA. Table 2 below lists
the ROG and NOx impacts shown in the Area EIR and compares them directly with the
ROG and NOx impacts shown in the SEIR.

to be insignificant because the project conformed. However, in Master Response D to the final EIR for the
interchange, the County applied its AQMD significance thresholds to analyze air quality impacts
associated with operation of the interchange (as it is requesting Caltrans to do here) and found them to be
insignificant under that analysis because the interchange reduced traffic congestion and thereby resulted
in reduced air impacts.

7 Cont.
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Table 1
Comparison of Air Quality Impacts (Ibs/day)8
ROG NOx

MC&FP (Mobile Source, Phase 1)9 185.9 309.9
Sundance Plaza (Mobile Source) 208.8 276.3
El Dorado Villages (Mobile Source) 64.3 85.0
Rancheria (Traffic-Related, 220 460
BURDENTF, no by-pass credit)
Rancheria (Traffic-Related, 180 360
BURDENTYF, with by-pass credit)
Rancheria (Traffic-Related, BURDEN 160 540
2002, no by-pass credit)
Rancheria (Traffic-related, BURDEN 160 420
2002, with by-pass credit)

Note: Emissions impacts shown in bold are significant
based on El Dorado County AQMD current ROG and NOx
thresholds set at 82 |bs/day.

As shown in Table 1, under all scenarios, NOx emissions from the Rancheria project
exceed NOx emissions from each of the projects evaluated in the Area EIR. Rancheria
ROG emissions are above ROG emissions for the MC&FP and the Sundance project in
one scenario and about the same or slightly lower in the other three scenarios;
Rancheria ROG impacts are considerably higher than ROG emissions from the EI
Dorado Villages project in all scenarios. ™

The Area EIR, applying the then-applicable EI Dorado AQMD significance criteria
of 10 Ibs/day for ROG and NOx, determined that the impacts of all three projects were

8 The emission estimates for the MC&FP, Sundance and El Dorado Villages projects were prepared
using URBEMISS. In the SEIR, fn. 3, p. 5.5-11, Caltrans notes that comparing URBEMIS results with
BURDEN results is a valid comparison.

g MC&FP future-year 2015 emissions for Phases 1 and 2 combined are higher, but should not be
used for comparison because the SEIR emission impacts for the Rancheria are for 2009 only, i.e. based
on project completion and not its impacts in future years.

10 In Table 5.5-10 of the SEIR, Caltrans improperly attempts to inflate the impacts shown in the Area
EIR by combining impacts from the three projects. This is improper because the Area EIR treated the
three projects separately, and did not combine emissions; Table 5.5-10 alters and misrepresents the
methodology used in the Area EIR and is therefore invalid. Further, the URBEMIS emissions shown for
“Missouri Flat" in that table appear to be in error and do not relate to any of the emission impacts shown in
the Area EIR.
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significant,” bath before and after consideration of mitigation. See Area EIR, pp. 4.5-
25 —4.5-35, 4.5-43. Under those same criteria, the Rancheria project will likewise have
significant impacts. Applying the current AQMD significance criteria of 82 Ibs/day, the
projects analyzed in the Area EIR are also significant for ROG and NOx impacts, except
for ROG emissions from El Dorado Villages. Under the current AQMD criteria, the
Rancheria ROG and NOx impacts remain significant, by a factor of two -or more for
ROG, and by a factor of four or more for NOx. Overall, the impacts of the Rancheria
are considerably higher than each of the projects analyzed in the Area EIR.

Since Caltrans has cited the Area EIR for comparative purposes, a proper
comparison based on the AQMD significance criteria used in the Area EIR (as then-
applicable or updated), as shown in Table 2 above, indicates unequivocally that
Rancheria ROG and NOXx traffic-related emissions are significant.

Finally, in footnote 2 on p. 5.5-11 of the SEIR, Caltrans claims that the County's
EIR for the Missouri Flat Interchange “failed to acknowledge” emissions from traffic
generated by the development described in the Area EIR. Again, Caltrans is wrong.
The Interchange EIR™ specifically refers to the Area EIR dozens of times, and lists the
Area EIR as a referenced document (see Chapter 8, “References”). In chapter 3 of the
Interchange EIR, which addresses environmental impacts, the growth described in the
Area EIR is specifically taken into account and is described as the operative
assumption for determining traffic and air quality impacts. For example, the
Interchange EIR states:

The proposed action would not introduce a new transportation facility to
the project area, nor would it increase or provide new access. The intent
of the proposed action is to improve the Missouri Flat Road interchange to
solve existing operational deficiencies and congestion problems and also
to accommodate the traffic demands associated with approved growth
through 2015, consistent with the approved MC&FP... Although the
proposed action would accommodate this planned growth, it is unlikely
that it would induce unplanned growth since it does not provide capacity
above and beyond what is needed to accommodate planned growth to
2018, consistent with the MC&FP and Writ of Mandate. However, the
proposed action could hasten planned growth in the immediate vicinity of

11 As explained above in section 2, the SEIR mistakenly states that the Area EIR determined the
impacts of the three projects were not significant.

12 The Interchange EIR can be viewed at: jiup./iwww.co.el-dorado.ca.us/DOT/missouriflatdeir. htmi
and is incorporated herein by reference.
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the interchange. With the exception of the property formerly proposed for
Sundance Plaza and the already-approved E/ Dorado Villages shopping
center, the area adjacent to the project area is already developed.

Interchange EIR, pp. 3-15 — 3-16: emphasis added.

Similarly, in analyzing the environmental consequences of the interchange, the
Interchange EIR states: “Data used to characterize the study area and the region were
obtained primarily from the County General Plan, the 2000 U.S., Census, the MC&FP,
and the MC&FP EIR (EDAW, 1998)." (Interchange EIR, p. 3-23, emphasis in original).
Appendix | to the Interchange EIR discusses the relationship between mitigation
measures adopted at the program level in the Area EIR and the project-level measures
proposed in the Interchange EIR. There are numerous other references to the MC&FP
and MC&FP EIR in the Interchange EIR. Thus it is clear that the Missouri Flat
interchange EIR did acknowledge and use the MC&FP traffic impacts, including
specifically the traffic impacts from the associated land uses. The Missouri Flat EIR
therefore is a valid precedent for use of the County AQMD's thresholds of significance.

C. Inapplicability of the Eastern Ozone Transport Significance Threshold.

Use of the EPA Eastern Interstate Ozone Transport significance threshold in the
SEIR to evaluate project-level air quality impacts in the Sacramento Area is invalid and
inadequate under CEQA. In the SEIR, Caltrans has gone far afield and identified the
U.S. EPA’s “1%" threshold for determining whether states in the Midwest and East are
contributing significantly to interstate ozone transport to eastern states as its threshold
for determining whether the project-specific air quality impacts of the Rancheria
interchange are significant. Caltrans' use of the EPA eastern interstate transport
threshold is so obviously inappropriate, irrelevant and technically flawed as to amount
to an abuse of discretion. Use of the EPA eastern interstate transport threshold also
violates the Court of Appeals decision, and is inadequate under CEQA for a number of
reasons.

In adopting the EPA eastern interstate transport threshold, Caltrans has lost
track of the actual task at hand: to determine whether the air quality impacts of a
specific project are significant or not with respect to air quality in the Sacramento area.
The fundamental problem with using the EPA eastern interstate transport threshold is
that it was designed to evaluate the significance of emissions transported from entire
regions (states) to other regions (states), and not to evaluate localfintra-area emission
impacts from individual projects. In its 1998 NOx SIP Call and 2005 CAIR regulations,
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EPA considered the collective transport impacts of ROG and NOx emissions from ali
sources (mobile, stationary, and area sources) in several dozen eastern states as they
affected a number of other downwind states. It did not evaluate impacts at the
local/intra-area level, and it did not evaluate the significance of emissions from
individual sources. In other words, EPA was addressing interstate air pollution impacts
of combined emissions from all sources in a state, and not local/intra-area impacts from
an individual project as is called for in this case. The analysis of the air quality impacts
for the Rancheria project must examine impacts in the Sacramento area from project-
generated vehicle travel in the Sacramento area. Referring to EPA's eastern interstate
ozone analysis and threshold is irrelevant to this task, and provides no information
regarding local/intra-area impacts for Sacramento.

The following points explain further why there is no substantial basis for Caltrans'
use of EPA’'s “1%" eastern interstate ozone transport threshold.

1. Use of the EPA Eastern Interstate Threshold in California is
Technically Flawed.

The technical criteria used by EPA to determine significance of transported
pollutants in its NOx SIP Call and CAIR regulations have no relevance for California.

¢ The impacts evaluated in those regulations pertained to transport between states
other than California, involving NOx precursor levels, and interstate ozone levels,
not representative of California; in fact, California generally experiences ozone
levels much higher than the eastern states, ™ which compels the conclusion that
any criterion used for determination of significance for ozone precursors for the
eastern states will substantially underestimate significance in California.

* The significance criterion adopted by EPA in the NOx SIP Call and CAIR
regulations was based on levels of emissions, ozone contribution levels,
transport distances, meteorology and air quality modeling, as well as emission
control cost estimates, that applied specifically to eastern transport, and has no
relevance to California. Caltrans cannot simply “transfer” EPA's modeling results
for the eastern portion of the U.S. to California,

13  The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) recognizes the higher ozone levels in California as "compelling and
extraordinary conditions” and authorizes California, uniquely among all states, to adopt its own more
stringent new motor vehicle emission standards. See sec. 209(b) of the federal CAA (42 USC 7643(by)).
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e The NOx SIP Call and CAIR regulations only looked at NOx emissions, and did
not evaluate ozone impacts of ROG emissions. Both CEQA and the Court of
Appeals decision require the evaluation of ROG impacts. EPA explained its
focus on NOx-only by noting in the preamble to its Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM) for the NOx SIP Call that “VOC [ROG] controls are effective
in reducing ozone locally and are most advantageous in urban nonattainment
areas.” 62 FR 60320. Based on EPA's statement, it is evident that
consideration of ROG impacts is important in this case because the project will
have impacts locally, i.e. within the Sacramento urban nonattainment area. Use
of EPA's eastern interstate transport threshold, which is solely NOx-based, is
therefore clearly inadequate for evaluating local/intra-area ROG impacts.

2. The Eastern Interstate Transport Threshold is Based on EPA ]

Emission Transport Authority, Not EPA Authority Over Individual
Sources.

In evaluating the adequacy of Caltrans’ use of the EPA eastern interstate
transport threshold, it is important to recognize the limited application of that threshold
under the federal Clean Air Act, because it reveals the similarly limited scope of what
Caltrans is considering in the SEIR. EPA's NOx SIP Call and CAIR regulations were
adopted under EPA's authority in sec. 110(k)(5) of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7410(k)(5)) to determine whether “the applicable implementation plan for any area is
substantially inadequate ... to mitigate adequately the interstate pollutant transport
described in section 176A or section 184..."* EPA's action was not taken to address
the inadequacy of implementation plans to “attain or maintain the relevant [NAAQS]," as
it is also authorized to do in sec. 110(k)(5).

This distinction between the adequacy of a SIP in dealing with emissions that
emanate from sources within an area and have impacts within that area (or within the
same state) versus the impacts of those emissions in other regions is critical. By only
addressing transport impacts, EPA’s 1% eastern regional transport significance
threshold clearly omits and does not consider local or intra-area impacts of locally
emitted pollutants. As discussed in the NOx SIP Call and CAIR regulatory preambles,
in some areas local or intrastate Impacts can be much greater than impacts that are
transported interstate. In fact, that is the case for the emissions from this project, which
primarily impact the Bay Area, the Sacramento Area and western El Dorado County,

14 EPA also cites sec. 110(a)(2)(D) of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7410(a)(2)(D)), which
likewise addresses whether sources “contribute significantly” to “nonattainment in ... any other State” and
is focused on interstate impacts to the exclusion of localfintra-area impacts.
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either directly or by intrastate transport, and have minor impacts if any in Nevada to the
east. By adopting the EPA threshold, Caltrans may be addressing possible interstate
impacts of traffic-related emissions from the Rancheria project, but is not addressing
local/intra-area impacts. Such an approach completely leaves out one of the two
possible scopes of impact identified in the federal Clean Air Act, and is therefore
substantively inadequate and in violation of CEQA's requirement for full disclosure of all
impacts.

3. EPA Stated That Its NOx SIP Call and CAIR Interstate Analysis Did ]

Not Apply to Individual Sources.

Closer examination of EPA's statements about the scope of the NOx SIP Call
and CAIR regulations shows that EPA did not intend for those regulations to be used
for evaluation of individual sources at all. For example, in its preamble to the NOx SIP
Call NPRM, EPA indicated, in the context of explaining how it was evaluating the “entire
inventory” of NOx emissions in each state, that:

By contrast, EPA is not, in this rulemaking, determining whether particular
sectors of the NOx inventory “contribute significantly” and is not
mandating controls on particular sectors of that inventory.

62 FR 60325.
Further along in the preamble, EPA made the same point again:

The fact that emissions from any particular source, or even groups of
sources, may in-and-of-themselves be small, does not mean those
sources’ emissions are not “significant” within the meaning of section
110(a)(32)(D).

62 FR 60326.

These statements by EPA make it clear that while its “collective” evaluation of all
the NOx emissions from a state in the NOx SIP Call (and the extension of that analysis
in the CAIR regulation) was the only feasible approach for the purpose of considering
interstate impacts, its analysis has no relevance as far as the significance or non-
significance of emissions from individual sources is concerned. Unfortunately, Caltrans
has ignored these all-important qualifiers, and improperly tried to apply EPA's eastern
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interstate transport threshold on a project-specific level — in direct contravention of
EPA's admonitions that it is not intended to be so applied.

In adopting the eastern interstate transport threshold, EPA clearly understood
that the threshold was applicable only in the context of evaluating interstate transport of
NOx emissions, and that it would be a violation of the federal Clean Air Act for that
threshold to be used to evaluate the significance of individual sources. By using EPA’s
eastern interstate transport threshold to look at Rancheria-specific impacts, Caltrans
has done what EPA expressly said should not be done. By improperly using an
interstate transport threshold, Caltrans has violated the central CEQA tenet that an EIR
must fully and accurately inform the public about all project impacts.

4. The SEIR Creates an Information Gap Because It Fails to Set a
Threshold That Recognizes the Importance of Individual Sources.

The consequence of misusing EPA’s interstate significance threshold, which was
designed to gauge NOx emissions on an entire-state basis and is not sensitive to
project-level emissions, is that Caltrans has turned the CEQA information-generation
process into a disinformation process, in derogation of that the primary objective of
CEQA. ltis not possible to draw any valid conclusions about the impact of an individual
project using a regional, interstate criterion. Using a regional criterion locally is doomed
to produce inaccurate, misleading resuits that grossly under-represent the importance
of individual sources on a local/intra-area basis. Within any given state, a single facility
or project will rarely if ever exceed 1% of total emissions. The same applies on a
local/intra-area basis. In the Sacramento nonattainment area, there are thousands of
stationary and area sources and millions of vehicles that all contribute to violations of
state and federal air quality standards, but do not amount to 1% of area emissions.
EPA emphasized this point several times in the NOx S|P Call and CAIR regulatory
preambles.” Using 1% of total area emissions as the significance criterion has the

15 For example, in the preamble to the NOx SIP Call NPRM, EPA states in its “Technical Analysis of
Significant Contribution": “...ozone is generally the result of emissions of NOx and VOC from hundreds of
stationary sources and millions of vehicles, each of which is likely to be responsible for much less than 1
percent of the overall inventory of precursor emissions. A source or group of sources should not be
exempted from treatment as a significant contributor merely because it may be a small part, in terms of
total emissions, of the overall problem when all or most other contributors, are also relatively small parts of
the overall problem.” 62 FR 60335. Also see preamble to NPRM at p. 60326 and preamble to fina) NOx
Sip Call regulation, 63 FR 57375, where EPA notes that harmful levels of ozone result from NOx and VOC
[ROG] emissions from “thousands of stationary sources and millions of vehicles,” each contributing a
“small percentage of the overall problem.” EPA adopted its 1% test for statewide emissions in order to
avoid exempting such small sources from being subject to controls in state plans to address ozone
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effect of excluding virtually all individual emission sources. This is directly contrary to
air pollution control requirements in both the federal Clean Air Act and the California
Clean Air Act, which require control and mitigation of sources that contribute far less
than 1% to area-wide emissions. Because it fails to recognize that significant air
pollution can result from many individual sources, use of an interstate-level significance
criterion (in this case, 1% of the mobile source emission budgets) is clearly erroneous.
Such an approach trivializes and conceals impacts — a result that is clearly contrary to
and forbidden by CEQA."®

5. Project-Level Criteria Are Feasible and Available to Evaluate ]

Local/Intra-Area Impacts of a Regional Pollutant Like Ozone.

In the SEIR, Caltrans attempts to justify its use of EPA’s NOx SIP Call and CAIR
interstate threshold by noting that ozone is ‘regional” in nature (SEIR, p. 5.5-6 — 5.5-7).
The County agrees that ozone is primarily an area or regional pollutant, but that does
not explain or justify the use of a metric derived exclusively for evaluating interstate
impacts, where the actual objective is to evaluate project-specific impacts on a
local/intra-area level. ROG and NOx emissions from a given project may contribute to
interstate impacts, but they also have separate and distinct impacts on air quality at the
local/intra-area level, and these latter impacts cannot be ignored. There is simply no
nexus between determining what is significant on an interstate level (particularly where
California is not one of the states inciuded in the analysis) and determining what is
significant on a local/intra-area level. What is needed is a criterion tied to state and
local air pollution control programs, i.e. a threshold that considers projects significant
under CEQA to the same extent they are considered important for air quality regulatory
purposes by California and the AQMD." That is how the El Dorado County AQMD
derived its significance thresholds (and how other AQMDs have derived theirs), and it is
what Caltrans should have done in the SEIR.

Even more incorrect, is the statement on p. 5.5-6 of the SEIR that "...all
recognized measures of the significance of ozone precursor emissions are regional
measures.” This statement is without support. In fact, non-regional, project-specific
measures abound, and are regularly used to evaluate the significance of project-

transport. By applying EPA's 1% regional transport threshold in reverse, i.e. to evaluate an individual
project, the SEIR creates the very exemption for individual sources that EPA was trying to avoid.

16  This point is discussed further below.

17 The ROG and NOx emissions shown in the SEIR exceed by several times the emission level for a
“major source” as defined by the El Dorado AQMD. See AQMD Rule 523, defining “major stationary
source” and “major modification.”
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specific ozone precursors. The most obvious are those in the County AQMD CEQA
Guide, which sets emissions of 82 Ibs/day of either ROG or NOXx as the significance
level. The County's thresholds are project-specific, and do not consider or require
analysis of regional impacts. Other examples of project-specific thresholds for ozone
precursors, which do not look at regional emissions, include the CEQA thresholds
adopted by the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, the Bay Area AQMD, the Monterey
Bay APCD and the South Coast AQMD.™® Similarly, the new source review offset
thresholds used in the federal Clean Air Act, the California Clean Air Act, and air
pollution control districts throughout the state are examples of project-specific
measures of emission levels that dictate mitigation.

Another project-specific non-regional measure of significance for ozone
precursors, particularly & propos for this project, is the criteria used to determine
applicability of indirect source regulations. The interchange/hotel-casino project is an
indirect source, because it is a development that increases traffic and causes additional
emissions from that traffic. El Dorado County does not have an indirect source
regulation at this time, but such a regulation was recently adopted for a place
considerably closer than the East Coast, the San Joaquin Valley. The indirect source
rule adopted in December 2005 by the San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD, Rule 9510,
applies to any development project that comprises more than 2,000 square feet of
commercial space, or which has a mitigated baseline above 2.0 tons/year of NOx. This
regulation, because it requires mitigation of emissions from indirect sources above
either of those levels, would naturally lend itself to application as a CEQA threshold in
this case. If that rule were applied here, emissions from the casino-hotel would be
found significant and would be subject to all feasible mitigation resources.

Accordingly, the correct statement about evaluating the significance of ozone
precursor emissions is the precise opposite of what Caltrans has said; it is readily
evident that non-regional, project-specific measures of significance are available and
regularly used. The eastern interstate ozone transport significance threshold used in
the SEIR is based on the false premise that ozone precursors can only be evaluated on
a regional basis. Itis inherently an abuse of discretion for the SEIR to use EPA's
federal criterion for evaluating the effect of interstate ozone transport in the East (or any
other regional criterion) for determining the significance of project-specific emissions
from Rancheria traffic in California and the Sacramento Area in particular.

18  Please refer to the websites for these districts to view their CEQA significance thresholds.
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6. Caltrans Has Ignored CARB's Intrastate Transport Criteria

Even if Caltrans’ regional transport approach to determining significance is given
credence, Caltrans has omitted the one such program that is applicable to California,
the CARB intrastate ozone transport program. Although Caltrans claims to have
researched widely, it is hard to understand how Calirans missed this program, which
has been formally adopted in CARB regulations (17 CCR 70500-70601 and has
regularly been reviewed by CARB in public meetings and hearings over the past 15
years.

Under its ozone transport program, CARB has identified areas of the state
between which significant or overwhelming levels of ozone or ozone precursors is
transported, referred to as “transport couples.” For example, the Broader Sacramento
Valley (defined to include all of the Sacramento and Yolo-Solana air districts, and the
western portion of El Dorado County) is impacted by ozone from the Bay Area and the
San Joaquin Valley, and the Mountain Counties (including portions of El Dorado
County) are impacted by ozone from the Broader Sacramento Valley, the San Joaquin
Valley and the Bay Area. Where ozone transport occurs, CARB regulations require the
upwind air pollution control districts to ‘mitigate the impact of pollution sources within
their jurisdictions on ozone concentrations in downwind areas commensurate with the
level of contribution.” 13 CCR 70600(b). The CARB regulations go on to specify that
this mitigation obligation includes, for the Broader Sacramento Area, the “adoption and
implementation of a) all feasible measures,” b) "best available retrofit technology” on all
existing stationary sources, and c) a stationary source permitting program designed to
achieve “no net increase” from new or modified stationary sources that “emit or have
the potential to emit 10 tons per year or greater of an ozone precursor.” 13 CCR
70600(b)(1); emphasis added. The same requirements apply to the San Francisco Bay
Area. See 13 CCR 70600(b)(2).

In its most recent staff report on intra-state transport, CARB had the following to
say about federal ozone planning efforts:

Some of the downwind areas that are significantly impacted by transport
exceed both State and federal ozone air quality standards. In these
cases, achieving federal as well as State air standards in the downwind
area is a shared responsibility. Federal law does not establish specific
transport mitigation requirements for transport within state boundaries.
Where intrastate transport is an issue, states must devise an appropriate
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mechanism to ensure that federal standards are achieved in both upwind
and down wind areas.

In California, the establishment of mitigation requirements for upwind
districts is done through the mechanism provided in State law — ARB's
transport mitigation regulations.

(April 4, 2003 CARB Staff Report entitled “Initial Statement of Reasons for the
Proposed Amendments to the Ozone Transport Mitigation Regulations, at pp. 4-5;
emphasis added.)

Itis clear from this CARB staff statement that Caltrans erred by selecting a
federal transport threshold as its CEQA threshold, because it fails to address intrastate
transport. If regional transport thresholds are to be applied, therefore, it would be
CARB's transport regulations that govern the very areas where traffic-related ozone
precursor emissions from the Rancheria project will be emitted, and not some distant,
irelevant interstate threshold determined by EPA for another part of the country. It was
clearly an abuse of discretion for Caltrans to ignore and not apply the CARB transport
criteria, given the existence and direct applicability of the CARB transport program.

Under its transport program, CARB has already determined that ozone pollution
transported into El Dorado County from the Bay Area and the Broader Sacramento
Area is significant or overwhelming on an intrastate basis. Applying that finding in this
case, ozone precursor emissions from Rancheria traffic must be deemed significant
under CEQA because they occur in those areas. Rancheria traffic emissions are further
subject to a mandatory mitigation requirement, under CARB's “all feasible measures”
requirement, regardless of the actual level of project-specific emissions. In addition, the
project would be subject to a mandatory emission offset requirement, because the ROG
and NOx emissions shown in the SEIR exceed, by three to ten times, CARB's 10
tons/year no net increase threshold.'® The offset requirement applies to all Rancheria

19 By enforcing the 10 tons/year no net increase requirement on emissions coming from the Bay Area
to Sacramento, CARB determined that air quality reductions as small as 0.05 tons per day of NOx and
0.09 tons per day of ROG would occur in the Bay Area. See April 2003 CARB staff report, supra, at p. 24.
These benefits could be used as project-specific significance criteria. If they are used as criteria, the
emissions Impacts in the SEIR exceed those levels and are shown to be significant. In the past, Caltrans
has improperly tried to avoid the County's CEQA thresholds on the premise that they are based on
“stationary source” emission offset criteria in the California Clean Air Act, and the County expects it will try
to do the same with respect to the 10 tons/year threshold in the CARB transport regulations. Should
Caltrans try that here, the point is rebutted by the fact the casino-hotel project, as an “indirect source”
development (i.e. one that causes ROG and NOx Indirectly through associated traffic rather than through
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traffic-caused ROG and NOx emissions; partial or incomplete offsets are not allowed.
Both the “all feasible measures” and the offset requirements must be implemented by
means of an enforceable mitigation monitoring plan, as required by CEQA.

In making this point, the County emphasizes that it does not believe that a
transport-based criterion is sufficient under CEQA, because such a criterion evaluates
only emissions that come in from other areas and excludes emissions that occur within
an area. But if such an approach is allowed, the appropriate threshold is the CARB
transport criteria and not EPA’s eastern interstate transport threshold.

7. The SEIR Violates the Court of Appeals’ Requirement to Use a ]

Project-Level Significance Criterion

The Court of Appeals directed Caltrans to disclose and analyze what the
interchange/hotel-casino’s specific traffic-based ROG and NOx emissions are, what
their contributions to the regional emissions budgets are, and "whether those emissions
are significant.” Caltrans has violated this command by applying an interstate
significance criterion to evaluate project-specific emissions. It should be evident that
when the Court commanded Caltrans to analyze project-specific impacts for
significance it was also commanding Caltrans to use a significance criterion or
threshold that is applied at the project level. That the Court of Appeals did not intend
for Caltrans to use an interstate-based analysis for evaluating project level impacts is
clearly indicated by the Court's observation that Caltrans’ conformity approach was
adequate to address cumulative impacts, and that something additional to address
project level impacts was needed. Decision, p. 16. By applying the threshold used by
EPA to evaluate interstate transport, Caltrans has failed to provide the project-level
significance test envisioned by the Court, and has improperly used a regional,
cumulative impacts-type criterion® to evaluate project-specific emissions.

on-site emission points) is but a certain type of "stationary source," as that term is generally used to refer
to all sources within an air district's regulatory jurisdiction. See Health & Safety Code (H&SC) sec. 40716,
praviding specifically that indirect sources are subject to district regulation. Also see H&SC 4071 8, giving
districts authority over "transportation sources" as part of its generic “stationary source” powers. Any final
doubt about the applicability of the 10 tons/year offset criterion is eliminated by the fact that CARB
determines whether transport is significant based on combined mobile source, area source and stationary
source emissions. See, e.g., March 21, 2001 CARB staff report entitled “Assessment of the Impacts of
Transported Pollutants on Ozone Concentrations in California,” Appendix F. Caltrans is similarly
foreclosed from to objecting to the mitigation of vehicular emissions because the NOx SIP Cali and CAIR
regulations, cited in the SEIR, required mitigation based on collective emissions of all types of sources
(mobile, area and stationary) within a state.

20  As further explained below, Caltrans’ regional analysis Is also an impermissible “ratio"-type
evaluation.
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8. Caltrans Has Used an Improper “Ratio"-type and “De Minimis” Type
Significance Threshold

Caltrans’ use of the EPA Eastern Interstate Ozone Transport Threshold violates
the CEQA prohibition against “ratio”-type or de minimis thresholds. Under CEQA
‘ratio’-type or de minimis significance thresholds are invalid. In light of this principle,
which Caltrans has acknowledged in its legal briefs, it is quite surprising that Caltrans
would use EPA's 1% threshold for evaluating eastern interstate ozone transport,
because that threshold is precisely the kind of criterion that is forbidden. The seminal
case is Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Ca.l App 3d. 692 (1990). In
Kings County, the city prepared an EIR evaluating air emissions from a coal-fired
cogeneration plant. The technical approach taken in the EIR to evaluate ozone impacts
was to compare the project’s emissions of hydrocarbons (ROG) and NOx with total
regional emissions of those pollutants. The EIR estimated that daily emissions from the
project would not exceed 0.20 percent of total ROG and NOx emissions in King's
County, and that project emissions were therefore minor and insignificant. More
specifically, ROG and NOx emissions were shown to be less than 1% of total ROG and
NOx emissions in the mid-San Joaquin Valley, and were deemed not significant
cumulatively on that basis. This is precisely the approach taken in the SEIR, where
Caltrans has determined that only project-specific emissions of ROG and NOx
exceeding 1% of the regional mobile source emission budgets are significant.

This type of analysis was expressly rejected in Kings County. The Court
explained:

The DEIR concludes the project's contributions to ozone levels in the area
would be immeasurable and therefore, insignificant because the plan
would emit relatively minor amounts of precursors compared to the total
volume of precursors emitted in Kings County. The EIR’s analysis uses
the magnitude of the current ozone problem in the air basin in order to
trivialize the project’s impact. In simple terms, the EIR reasons the air is
already bad, so even though emissions from the project will make it
worse, the impact is insignificant.

The point is not that, in terms of ozone levels, the proposed Hanford
project will result in the ultimate collapse of the environment into which it
is to be placed. The significance of an activity depends upon the setting.
(Guidelines, §15064, subd. (b).) The relevant question to be addressed in
the EIR is not the relative amount of precursors emifted when compared
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with preexisting emissions, but whether any additional amount of
precursor emissions should be considered significant in light of the
serious nature of the ozone problems in this air basin.

221 Cal. App. 3d 718 (emphasis added).

Noting that air quality damage can occur “incrementally,” where "thousands of
relatively small sources of pollution cause a serious environmental health problem” (221
Cal. App. 3d at p. 720), the Kings County Court went on to rule that the “ratio” approach
to evaluating air quality impacts is inadequate under CEQA:

We find the analysis used in the EIR and urged by [real party in interest]
GWF avoids analyzing the severity of the problem and allows the approval
of projects which, when taken in isolation, appear insignificant, but when
viewed together, appear startling. Under GWF's “ratio” theory, the greater
the over-all problem, the less significance a project has in a cumulative
impacts analysis. We conclude the standard for a cumulative impacts
analysis is defined by the use of the term "collectively significant” in
Guidelines section 15355 and the analysis must assess the collective or
combined impact of energy development. The EIR improperly focused
upon the individual project's relative effects and omitted facts relevant to
an analysis of the collective effect this and other sources will have upon
air quality.

221 Cal. App. 3d 721.

The Kings County ruling applied to the EIR's analysis of cumulative impacts, and
directly invalidates Caltrans' use of the EPA regional transport threshold to evaluate
cumulative impacts. In this case, however, Caltrans’ transgression is compounded and
made even more flagrant by the fact that it has used a forbidden cumulative impacts
approach, that only looks at interstate transport effects, to examine project-specific
impacts. If a “ratio” approach is not adequate to evaluate cumulative impacts, it is
doubly inadequate where, as here, it is improperly used to evaluate project level
impacts. Casting project level impacts as a fraction of regional emissions is even more
misleading and inadequate as an informational approach than doing so when
evaluating cumulative impacts. As explained above, the SEIR wrongly attempts to foist
off a regional, cumulative impacts analysis as a project-specific analysis. The fact that
the analysis is not valid as a cumulative impacts approach under CEQA only serves to
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highlight and emphasize the deficiencies inherent in trying to apply Caltrans’ regional
approach to determining the significance of emissions on a project-specific level.

The 1% of mobile source emission budgets threshold also is a forbidden de
minimis threshold, in that it characterizes impacts from the interchange/hotel-casino as
so small as to be insignificant. Such an approach, if it ever was valid, was ruled non-
compliant under CEQA in Communities for a Better Environment v. Calif Resources
Agency, 103 Cal. App. 4th 98 (2002) (the “CBE" case). In CBE, relying on the Kings
County ruling the Court of Appeals found that CEQA guideline section 15064(i)(4) was
invalid and inconsistent with the underlying purposes of CEQA. That section allowed
the incremental impacts of a project to be determined not cumulatively significant if they
were “so small” that they make only a “de minimis” contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, i.e. where “environmental conditions would be the same whether or
not the proposed project is implemented.” The Court found that a de minimis analysis
was subject to the same infirmities as a ‘ratio”-type analysis. Section 15064(i)(4) has
since been rescinded by the Resources Agency, thus completely eliminating the
availability of any de minimis-type analysis such as Caltrans’ small-percentage of
regional emissions analysis.

The only proper method for evaluating air quality impacts of a project is to refer
to the laws and regulations established under the state and federal Clean Air Acts that
define specific thresholds for requiring emissions reductions from individual sources in
nonattainment areas. Any other approach is an abuse of discretion. The most
obviously applicable such thresholds are the new source review offset thresholds in the
El Dorado County AQMD rules, which are used as the significance thresholds in the
County’'s CEQA Guide.

The EPA Eastern Ozone Transport Threshold does not take California's more
stringent State Ambient Air Quality Standards into account. The EPA NOx SIP Call and
CAIR regulations determined the significance of interstate emissions solely with regard
to the national ambient air quality standards, and gave no heed to and did not account
for California’s own ambient air quality standards. The NOx SIP Call was based solely
on attainment of the national 1-hour ozone standard; the CAIR regulation was based
solely on attainment of the national 8-hour zone standard (and also the national PM, 5
standard). As explained above, CEQA (Appendix G to the Guidelines, in particular)
requires that the significance of air impacts be gauged in light of state standards. This
omission is particularly egregious because the counterpart state ozone standards are
more stringent such that any evaluation of significance using a purely federal criterion
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focused only on attainment of federal standards, as was done in the SEIR, is :l 18 Cont.
inadequate as a matter of law.
9. The EPA Regional Transport Threshold is scaled improperly, is
overtly biased to produce favorable results, and misleads the
Public.

Because the SEIR erroneously uses a federal interstate transport threshold
designed to evaluate gross quantities of emissions moving between states, the level of
the threshold used in the SEIR is scaled improperly for evaluation of project level
impacts. Table 2 below compares Caltrans’ 1% of total mobile source emissions
budgets threshold with other operational significance thresholds that were created
specifically for the purpose of evaluating project impacts under CEQA by agencies with
discrete air quality expertise and authority in the areas impacted by the Rancheria

project:

Tabie 2
Comparison of Thresholds (Ibs/day)*
ROG Threshold | NOx Threshold 19
Caltrans — SEIR 626 1,227
(BURDEN 7F)
Caltrans - SEIR 820 1,500
(BURDEN 2002)
El Dorado AQMD? 82 82
Sacramento Metro 65 65
AQMD?
Bay Area AQMD® 80 80
Yolo-Solano AQMD# 82 82

*Lbs/day obtained by multiplying tons/day emission budgets in
Tables 5.5-6 and 5.5-7 in SEIR by 2000 to obtain Ibs/day, and
then multiplying the result by 0.01 to determine 1% threshold.

Table 2 shows that the Caltrans’ thresholds are about an order of magnitude (10 times)
higher for ROG and about 20 times higher for NOx compared to other established
CEQA criteria applicable in the Bay Area — El Dorado County corridor where traffic-

21  See: np://www.co.el—dorado.ca.us/emd/pdf/ChagterS RF6.pdf at p. 5.

22  See: mew_b_ .aquua!lfaz.or%/ce?a/mdex.shtml#anes
23 See: fUp./lwww.baagmd.gov/pin ceqga/ceqa_guide.pdf| at p. 16.

24  See: [B-//Www.ysaqmad.org/pianning-info.php] CEQA Handbook, p. 6.
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related emissions from the Rancheria will primarily occur. Caltrans’ thresholds are also
far in excess of other potentially relevant yardsticks (noted above) such as the San
Joaquin Valley indirect source applicability criteria, the offset or BACT thresholds used
in local AQMD new source review rules, or even the CARB intrastate transport criteria.
It is evident that Caltrans has knowingly selected a threshold that will yield favorable
results. Caltrans’ use of an EPA interstate transport significance criterion gives the
false impression that there is a large margin of safety between the threshold and project
emissions, when in fact the emissions grossly exceed standard, established CEQA
project-level criteria set by all of the cognizant air pollution control agencies in the
impacted area. The significance criteria used by the AQMDs shown in Table 1 are
uniformly derived from major source offset criteria in the federal Clean Air Act and the
California Clean Air Act, and are designed to protect air quality by requiring offsets
(mitigation) consistent with local attainment plans. Caltrans' 1% of mobile source
emission budgets threshold, on the other hand, is completely without precedent and
was plucked out of a federal interstate-level analysis for the opposite coast that has no
relevance to California air quality, and no relevance to evaluating emissions at the
project level.

D. The SEIR Must Include Revised, Up-dated Mitigation Measures for
Asbestos Emissions.

In several places, including secs. 5.5-1, 5.5-2, and 9.11-3, the SEIR refers to
possible asbestos emissions during the construction phase, and states that no
additional mitigation beyond the measures and requirements described in the draft EIR
is necessary. The mitigation described in the DEIR consists of compliance with
Chapter 8.44 of the County's Naturally Occurring Asbestos and Dust Protection
Ordinance, and generally related AQMD Rules 215, 224, 229 and 300.

Asbestos emissions are potentially a major hazard in El Dorado County. See the
AQMD website at:

ntip://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/emd/apcd/asbestos. htm|

The construction footprint for the interchange and the hotel-casino overlies an
area of the County that has been identified as having asbestos-bearing soils. The
Asbestos Review Map on the AQMD website at

pttp://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/emd/apcd/F{DF/Map.pdf
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indicates that asbestos soils exist or are likely on portions of the tribal property where
the hotel-casino and its related appurtenances (parking garage, parking lots, internal
roads, etc.) will be built and on the U.S. 50 right of way where interchange construction
will occur.

Since preparation of the DEIR, additional asbestos mitigation and abatement
measures have been adopted by the County and the California Air Resources Board,
and the County requests that Caltrans also commit to comply with all of these measures
as mitigation in the final EIR on this project, on both the interchange and hotel-casino
sites. The additional measures consist of the following:

» CARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and
Surface Mining Operations, 17 CCR 93105

* CARB Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Surfacing Applications, 17
CCR 93106

* ElDorado County's Naturally Occurring Asbestos and Dust Protection
Ordinance, as last amended 2003

» ElDorado AQMD Rule 223-2, Fugitive Dust-Asbestos Hazard Mitigation, and the
associated fugitive dust rules, Rules 223 and 223-1.

The U.S. EPA NESHAP for asbestos, 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M, should also be
complied with, as applicable. If these measures are met, no visible emissions will be
allowed at the point of origin or at the construction area boundary. The County
requests that Caltrans communicate with the AQMD prior to and during construction so
that the AQMD may monitor compliance.

E. Air Quality Impacts Conclusion.

The County respectfully requests that Caltrans rescind and revise the SEIR to
identify a proper project-specific emissions threshold for ROG and NOx emissions from
the project, in lieu of the clearly erroneous EPA eastern ozone transport significance
threshold. Because the identification of the applicable threshold is so critical to
complying with the Court of Appeals decision, merely changing the criterion in a final
EIR is inadequate; the SEIR must be re-written. As noted above, the County believes
that use of its AQMD significance criteria must be used in any revision to the SEIR. At
a minimum Caltrans must use a project-specific significance criterion that is properly
scaled for determining the significance of individual project impacts; any such criterion
would have to be reasonably consistent with or based on precedents used by CARB or
air districts.
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NI, Traffic

CEQA requires that all significant impacts of the project be identified in the EIR.
Caltrans has adopted a methodology in the Supplemental EIR that purposely
circumvents this requirement by failing to account for the following issues when
assessing traffic impacts of the project on US-50:

1. The Supplemental EIR does not consider the project-opening year of
2009, when existing information presented in the EIR clearly
demonstrates that the level of service (LOS) will be “F" and traffic from the
project will worsen conditions that exceed the significance criteria
established in the EIR.

2. The Supplemental EIR ignores new information on the project's impacts
on US-50 congestion submitted to Caltrans within the past 6 months,
which shows the project will cause level of service “F" conditions on US
50, west of the East Shingle Springs Drive Interchange the day it opens. It
also shows that the proposed auxiliary lane mitigation east of East Shingle
Springs Drive would not mitigate this deficiency.

By avoiding these issues, Caltrans fails to disclose to the public what every
commuter on US-50 already knows - congestion is rapidly getting worse and there is
insufficient capacity to handle the added traffic from the project without exceeding the
significance criteria established in the EIR. Instead, Caltrans conceals this truth behind
an analysis of impacts for the existing conditions (year 2000) and cumulative conditions
(year 2025) using outdated forecasts and data that are woefully out of date (circa
1998/1999).

With regard to the first issue, the EIR relied on Caltrans’ “State Route 50
Transportation Concept Report" (hereafter referred to as the Concept Report) to
establish congestion significance criteria for the segment between Sacramento and
Placerville. The EIR determined that level of service (LOS) below E (i.e., “F") would be
considered an unacceptable condition. To illustrate the severity of forecasted traffic
congestion along US-50 and the need to maintain an LOS of E or better, the EIR
presented the following quote from the Concept Report, “The level of service for the
entire segment is expected to drop to “F" by the year 2007.” The EIR then presented
analyses of traffic congestion significance for existing conditions (year 2000) and

22
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cumulative conditions (year 2025). Those analyses showed that the project would have =~ |

no significant impact on traffic congestion under existing conditions, but that it would
have a mitigable impact under cumulative conditions. The Rancheria Interchange was
scheduled in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for a project-opening year
of 2005 and the supporting transportation conformity analysis addressed emissions in
2005, 2015 and 2025.

The SEIR evaluates the congestion significance of two new Alternatives (D &E)
for the same existing and cumulative conditions (years 2000 and 2025) and
transportation conformity is determined to be unnecessary. The significance of project
specific traffic-related ROG and NOx emissions are assessed “for project opening year
of 2009.” There are several inconsistencies between the analyses in the EIR and SEIR
and within the SEIR. First, the years in which emissions and traffic significance are
assessed in the SEIR are inconsistent. Second and more importantly, the year in which
the project is scheduled to open is 2009, which is two years beyond the year 2007, the
year the Concept Report forecasts congestion along US-50 will “drop to “F.” Despite
this finding, Caltrans claims in the Supplemental EIR that the project will not cause
traffic along US-50 to exceed LOS “F." Since traffic from the project in 2009 will add to
traffic already operating on US-50, which will already be at LOS "F" starting in 2007,
how is it possible for the project to not further deteriorate the LOS jevel beyond the LOS
“F" condition that the EIR defines to be “unacceptable”? The SEIR findings are
fundamentally inconsistent with (a) the Concept Report forecasts and (b) the
congestion significance criteria established in the EIR, These inconsistencies cannot
be resolved without a new traffic analysis and related assessment of emission impacts.

With regard to the second issue, El Dorado County commissioned Dowling
Associates, Inc. a well known traffic engineering firm that works as a contractor for both
the County and Caltrans among many other agencies, to update the Traffic Operations
Analysis prepared by David Evans and Associates on August 8, 2001 for the Shingle
Springs Rancheria with more current information. The results of Dowling’s analysis
were documented in a 14-page memorandum to the undersigned on June 10, 2005. El
Dorado County forwarded a copy of the analysis to Caltrans Director, Wil Kempton in
Fall 2005.* Key findings from that analysis are as follows:

25  Copy attached. Caltrans’ public insistence that it cannot consider new Information is out of step with
the project proponent’s plans. The Shingle Springs Band has already signaled its intentions to increase
the number of slots at the Rancheria. See Attachment. This alone will increase traffic figures from those
analyzed in connection with the EIR/EA. In other words, while Caltrans continues to view this project as
driven by the traffic from a 2,000 slot casino, the Shingle Springs Band sees the project as being larger
thus casting into doubt all of Caltrans’ traffic figures and requiring additional environmental review.
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The David Evans report did not evaluate a sufficiently long section of the
US 50 freeway. Their analysis stopped short at the East Shingle Springs
interchange. They did not consider the impacts of the casino on freeway
operations west of that interchange. Their proposed mitigation measure,
an eastbound auxiliary lane between the East Shingle Springs Drive
Interchange and the proposed Rancheria (Casino) interchange, is
consequently inadequate.

Recent traffic counts (summer 2004) indicate that existing plus project will
cause level of service “F" conditions on US 50, west of the East Shingle
Springs Drive Interchange. The proposed auxiliary lane mitigation east of
East Shingle Springs Drive would not mitigate this deficiency.

David Evans based their trip generation estimates on information
available back in 2001. These estimates are not supported by more
recent studies of the Thunder Valley Casino or by other traffic studies of
Indian gaming casinos in California. Updating the David Evans analysis
with the new trip generation rates would cause the analysis to show that
the proposed auxiliary lane is not sufficient to fully mitigate the impacts of
the project on US 50 freeway operations under either existing conditions
or future 2025 cumulative conditions.

The David Evans pass-by trip assumptions for the casino project are not
supported by other traffic studies of Indian gaming casinos in California.
Specifically, the traffic study for the Thunder Valley Casino on State Route
65 near Interstate 80 did not incorporate a reduction for freeway pass-by
trips in its analysis. Traffic studies of other Indian gaming casinos in
California also have not included a pass-by trip reduction. In addition, the
David Evans 40% of casino trip generation pass-by reduction appears to
directly conflict with the 8% of US 50 traffic capture rate estimate
developed by the USI market analysis for the Shingle Springs casino.

It is our recommendation that the David Evans analysis be extended
westward to identify and develop mitigation measures for all of the
sections of US 50 that are impacted by the project. The traffic counts,
forecasts, trip rates and pass-by assumptions should also be updated to
more accurately represent the likely traffic impacts of the proposed casino
project.
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By deliberately suppressing and/or ignoring the above new information, Caltrans
made findings in the SEIR that the project would have no significant impacts on US-50
congestion levels. Clearly this finding is contrary to the information presented above
and fails to comply with new information requirements specified in the CEQA
Guidelines, sections 15162 and 15163. The only possible remedy is for Caltrans to
prepare a new analysis of both traffic and related emission impacts and circulate the
results for public comment.

In summary, Caltrans is well aware that traffic from the Rancheria Interchange
will significantly impact congestion levels on US-50. This is evident from existing
information presented in the EIR and new information provided more recently to
Caltrans. No notice of this information was contained in the SEIR. Failure to disclose
this information and properly assess related mitigation requirements constitutes a
severe CEQA violation that must be remedied.

At the request of El Dorado County, Dowling and Associates prepared an update |

to the traffic analysis cited above.? Data on US-50 traffic counts were obtained for
2005 and 2002 between Ponderosa Road and Greenstone Road. An analysis of the
data shows that over that three-year period traffic has been growing at an average of
8% to 10% per year. Applying a 9% per year increase to the Caltrans Summer 2004
rates and adding in the trips generated by the Rancheria (per the Evans report),
Dowling estimated summer traffic volumes in 2008, The results indicate level of service
(LOS) “F" traffic would occur on both eastbound and westbound sections of US-50.
Specific sections impacted include:

 Eastbound traffic between the Rancheria and Greenstone Road during the
weekday pm peak hour;

*» Eastbound traffic between Ponderosa Road and East Shingle Springs
Drive during the weekday pm peak hour,;

* Westbound traffic between the Rancheria and East Shingle Springs Drive
during the Saturday peak hour: and

» Westbound traffic between Ponderosa Road and East Shingle Springs
Drive during the Saturday peak hour.

26 Memo to Michael V. Brady, "Single Springs Casino, Additional Freeway & Interchange Impact
Analysis," dated June 27, 2006. Copy attached.
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According to Dowling, the following measures would be required to mitigate the
Rancheria traffic impacts to meet the acceptable concept level of service “E”
established in the EIR.

1. Construct 3rd eastbound mixed-flow through lane from Ponderosa *
Road to Greenstone Road. (An HOV lane would not be sufficient
because the demand is about 20% greater than the capacity. There are
not enough high occupancy vehicles (HOVSs) traveling on US 50 to
sufficiently off-load the other lanes.). This mitigation is necessary to
address opening day impacts of the project on the weekday afternoon
peak hour.

2. Construct a 3rd westbound mixed flow through lane from the future
Rancheria Interchange to Ponderosa Road. (An HOV lane would not be
sufficient because the LOS problem occurs on summer Saturdays.) This
mitigation is required to address opening day impacts of the project on the
Saturday afternoon peak hour.

David Evans limited the analysis of traffic impacts on US-50 to the immediate
vicinity of the proposed Rancheria Interchange (i.e., one interchange east and west of
the project). Dowling expanded that analysis to look at LOS levels between East
Shingle Springs Drive and Ponderosa Road. The analysis showed higher levels of
congestion moving west towards the El Dorado/Sacramento County border. Based on
information regarding traffic growth for the entire US-50 segment from Sacramento to
Placerville as presented in the Concept Report, it is likely that the unacceptable LOS
levels documented in the Dowling analysis between Ponderosa Road and East Shingle
Springs Drive will extend further west along US-50. Similarly, it is possible that
unacceptable LOS levels extend farther east from Greenstone Road along US-50.
Clearly, the congestion levels along this stretch of US-50 will be even worse in 2009,
the stated opening year of the project. The only way to determine the extent of the
project's traffic impacts and the mitigation required to meet the acceptable concept level
of service established in the EIR is to revise the traffic analysis to (a) include current
data, (b) quantify impacts on the project opening year and (c) extend the analysis to
include all sections of US-50 between Ei Dorado/Sacramento County Border and
Placerville. Without this additional information, the traffic analysis in the SEIR is
inadequate, because it fails to address clearly foreseeable impacts.

The Supplemental EIR asserts in Chapter 4 that no changes in Rancheria
alternatives, aside from a “No-Build" alternative would affect the selection of the
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“environmentally superior ‘Flyover' interchange design.” There is no analysis
supporting this assertion. Moreover, it cannot be defended. The traffic analysis
presented in Appendix B indicates that Alternatives D and E will reduce the number of
trips to the Rancheria by over 50%. Despite the large magnitude of the trip reduction, it
too asserts, “conclusions about the selected interchange design (the Modified Trumpet
Design) and other roadway design elements associated with the project would remain
unchanged.” Again, there is no analysis backing up this statement.

A review of the EIR shows that selection of the Modified Trumpet or “Flyover”
Design as being “environmentally superior” was largely predicated on the traffic impacts
of the diamond interchanges (both tight and wide) relative to the Flyover Design. The
only traffic impact identified by Evans for either of the diamond designs was for the tight
diamond interchange. Evans found that Saturday peak hour traffic leaving the
Rancheria and turning left to go eastbound on US-50 via the tight diamond had a queue
storage problem. He went on to say

The excess queue would amount to a single vehicle and If [the
westbound intersection were] signalized and coordinated with the
signal for the eastbound ramps, the signal timing coordination could
ensure that the eastbound ramp intersection would provide additional or
offset green time to clear the westbound intersection.

Clearly, if the projected traffic levels for Alternatives D and E in the Supplemental
EIR are forecast to be less than 50% of the levels considered in the EIR, the traffic
impacts associated with the tight and wide Diamond Designs disappear. A recent
analysis by Dowling and Associates? indicates that the wide diamond alternative (#4)
would operate at excellent level of service with no queue storage problems. Similarly,
the tight diamond alternative (#3) would operate with also operate with excellent level of

service and no queue storage problems if the signals were coordinated with each other.

The downsized hotel/casino alternatives D and E do not require direct freeway
ramps and would be fully served by the smaller diamond interchange configurations.
Higher capacity direct freeway ramps are not needed to serve the downsized
alternatives. The assertion that the Flyover interchange is environmentally superior is
unsupported and is contradicted by the significantly improved performance of the
smaller diamond designs under the downsized hotel/casino alternatives. It appears that
the diamond designs are now the environmentally superior options due to their more

27 Memo to Michael V. Brady, “Single Springs Casino, Additional Freeway & Interchange Impact
Analysis,” dated June 27, 20086, cited above.
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compact design. The Supplemental EIR does not address this feasibility of the
diamond interchange designs, and is therefore deficient. This deficiency is critical and
goes to the heart of the project, and requires revision and re-issuance of the
Supplemental EIR for public comment. .
Caltrans’ failure to accurately and completely explain the full traffic impacts of the —]
hotel-casino traffic suffers from the same defects that Caitrans recently complained
about with respect to a large development project in Tehama County, the Sun City
project, which would have similar disruptive effects on the LOS of I-5 in that area. Ina
February 3, 2006 letter to the director of the Tehama County Planning Department
(copy attached), Caltrans’ Chief of its District 2 Office of Community Planning said, after
noting that “I-5 is the only way into and out of the proposed development,” that “The
Department'’s concerns are the impacts the project will have on the transportation
system, primarily the I-5 corridor between the cities of Red Bluff and Redding. If not
adequately mitigated, this project will destroy the leve! of service on Interstate 5,
bringing it below acceptable levels.” The County is concerned about the very same
severe impacts on US-50 levels of service for this project. The February 3 letter went
on to say “CEQA requires that all significant impacts of the project be identified in the
DEIR. If they are not included in the DEIR, or if "new"” information is revealed following
the release of the DEIR, then CEQA requires recirculation of the DEIR for public review
and comment. There are significant impacts to Interstate 5 beyond the study limits of
the DEIR, which were not disclosed in the DEIR. These impacts away from the core
project area should be clearly identified and the developer should pay for its significant
project-direct impacts and fair share of costs toward mitigation of cumulative traffic
impacts.” These comments by Caltrans explain very well the County's views
concerning the inadequate nature of the traffic impacts analysis in the SEIR.2®

IV.  Smaller Project Alternatives —

The Court of Appeals also directed Caltrans to analyze one or more project
alternatives consisting of a smaller casino and hotel complex. While Caltrans does
identify two appropriate project alternatives in the SEIR, the accompanying discussion
does not contain the necessary level of detail and quantitative analysis required under
CEQA. This failure renders the SEIR legally inadequate as a tool for implementing the
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28 It should be noted that DEIR for the Sun City project used the ROG and NOx significance criteria of
the Tehama County Air Pollution Control District (137 Ibs/da i impacts were

significant. Sse; ttp://www.tehamacountyadmin.org/Sun%ZOCity%20Tehama%20ElR.cfm atsec. 4.3.
Caltrans did not ogiee(-h-rhruse-cf-rrrewﬁuu S Cliteria, or insist that EPA's eastern interstate transport

1% of regional emissions threshold be used in its place.
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fundamental goals of CEQA. Additionally, the SEIR fails to choose an environmentally
superior alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126, subd. (e)(2).

As the California Supreme Court has explained, “[tlhe core of an EIR is the
mitigation and alternatives sections.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564. An EIR must consider a range of reasonable alternatives to
the project which: (1) meet most of the project's basic objectives: (2) avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the project's significant environmental effects; and
(3) may be “feasibly accomplished in a successful manner” considering the economic,
environmental, legal, social and technological factors involved. Citizens of Goleta,
supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 566; see Laure/ Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 378, 400; CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd.
(d). “Absolute perfection is not required; what is required is the production of
information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as
environmental aspects are concerned.” Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board
of Supervisors of Orange County (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022, 1029, guoting
Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and County of San
Francisco (1980) 106 Cal. App. 3d 893, 910.

Furthermore, an EIR must include sufficient information about each alternative to
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.8, subd. (d). The analysis must be specific enough to permit
informed decision making and public participation. Laure/ Heights Improvement
Association, supra, 47 Cal.3d at P. 4086. In short, the project alternatives section must
provide enough information to allow the public and decision makers the ability to
evaluate the environmental merits of the identified alternatives. This is exactly where
the SEIR fails.

The critical flaw is that the discussions of Alternative D and Alternative E do not
contain meaningful, quantitative, and detailed analyses of the resulting environmental
impacts. Rather, the SEIR consistently and simplistically provides that, because
Alternatives D and E are smaller than the proposed project, any impacts would
necessarily be either the same or less than the proposed project. An overview of the
SEIR'’s treatment of the traffic and drainage impacts for Alternatives D and E illustrates
this approach.

Section 5.4 -1 of the EIR analyzes impacts associated with the Existing Plus
Project - Ramp Merge/Diverge Operations. This section provides that the supplemental
traffic analysis prepared for Alternatives D and E shows that both alternatives would
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generate fewer trips than the proposed project. This section further provides that that
the proposed project would result in acceptable operations at the freeway ramp
merge/diverge areas under all peak hour scenarios. This section then concludes that,
because Alternatives D and E will produce less traffic, both alternative scenarios would
necessarily result in acceptable operations. Thus, any increased traffic associated with
Alternatives D or E would be a less than significant impact.

The SEIR follows the same analytical formula when addressing impacts on peak
flow drainage in section 5.13 -1. This section first provides that, because the type of
interchange would remain the same for Alternatives D and E (as for the proposed
project), the peak flow caused by Alternatives D and E would be the same as the 35 Cont.
proposed project. Just as with the proposed project, this would not result in a
significant impact. Then, this section provides that, because Alternatives D and E
would significantly reduce the footprint of the casino/hotel, the amount of impervious
surfaces and alterations to surface drainage patterns would be reduced. Rather than
quantify how much less of an impact Alternatives D and E would have on the
environment, this section concludes that, since the proposed project would be mitigated
S0 as not to create a significant impact, Alternatives D and E would likewise have less
than significant impacts on drainage.

The SEIR’s analytical approach frustrates the fundamental purpose of CEQA.
By not undertaking a more thorough qualitative analysis of Alternatives D and E,
Caltrans robs both the public and the decision makers of the ability to evaluate the
environmental merits of the different alternatives. Obviously, as the SEIR concludes, a
smaller casino/hotel complex will result in fewer environmental impacts. The
information that the SEIR needs to provide but does not is how much less pollution,
traffic, or other environmental impacts would be caused by selecting Alternative D or E
instead of the proposed project. Without this information, the decision makers and the
public cannot meet CEQA's goal of choosing a feasible environmentally beneficial
alternative.

—

Additionally, the SEIR fails to identify an environmentally superior alternative as
required by CEQA. If the environmentally superior alternative is the no project
alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among
the other alternatives. CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6(e)(2). The table contained in 36
section 4.3 of the SEIR clearly indicates that the no project alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative because it is the only alternative that has no impact
at all on the environment. Therefore, SEIR must identify an environmentally superior
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alternative among the other alternatives. The SEIR does not and, thus, violates section
15126.6(e)(2).

In conclusion, the project alternatives analysis contained in the SEIR completely
misses the point, and consequently, is woefully inadequate under the law. CEQA
requires that the analysis of project alternatives contain a sufficient level of detail to
afford both the public and the decision makers a meaningful opportunity to evaluate
alternatives to the proposed project. Here, Caltrans avoids any type of quantitative or
detailed analysis by simply concluding that, because Alternatives D and E are for
smaller casino/hotel complexes, these alternatives will have no greater impacts than the
proposed project.

V. Inadequate Notice

The County has been prejudiced by Caltrans' failure to make Appendix B
(“Supplemental Traffic Review") available for review for the required 45-Day Period. In
accordance with CEQA Guidelines sections 15163(c) and 15087, a supplemental EIR is
subject to the same public notice requirements that apply to a draft EIR. As specified in
Guidelines section 15105(a), the public notice period for a draft EIR, where as here it
has apparently been submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state
agencies,” is 45 days. Section 1.3 of the Supplemental EIR states that a 45-day public
period applies. Caltrans' date of approval of the Supplemental EIR, as indicated on p.i
of that document, was May 17, 2006, and Caltrans issued a "Notice of Available/Notice
of Public Workshop” on May 18, 2006 setting a comment deadline of July 6, 2006.

County representatives received actual notice that the Supplemental EIR had
been published on May 18, 2006. On that day the County located the Supplemental
EIR on the Caltrans website referenced in the May 18 notice. Appendix B, entitled
“Supplemental Traffic Review,” was missing. The County continued checking the
Caltrans website for Appendix B on a regular basis, and did not find it there until
June 6, 2008, when it appeared without explanation or acknowledgement that it was
released late. Subsequently, in late June, the County mentioned this deficiency to
Caltrans and asked for an extension of time, but it was denied. The County therefore
had access to Appendix B from June 6 to July 6, a period of only 30 days, and has not
been provided the requisite 45 days to review and comment on Appendix B and the
portions of the Supplemental EIR text (Sec. 5.4 addressing Transportation/Circulation

29 If the Supplemental EIR in fact was not submitted to the State Clearinghouse, then the applicable
public review period is 60 days, and the County has been prejudiced even more.
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impacts and related air quality analysis in Sec. 5.5) that refer to or depend on
Appendix B.

Caltrans’ failure to make Appendix B available for review in a timely manner has
been materially prejudicial to the County. Appendix B contains a substantially revised
and updated analysis of traffic impacts used to analyze the impacts of project
alternatives D and E. Appendix B has new hotel and casino trip generation rates that
were not contained in the draft EIR, and a new analysis applying these rates to the new
alternatives. The County needed, but did not receive, the full 45-day comment period
fo review this data and the associated claims in the text of the Supplemental EIR, and
then prepare its analysis and comments. In particular, the County’s expert traffic
consultants were not given the benefit of the full review period to complete their review
and assist the County in preparing its comments. Since the air quality analysis in the
Supplemental EIR depends on the traffic impacts, the County’s ability to comment on
air quality impacts was similarly prejudiced and compromised.

Under Public Resources Code section 21005 and numerous CEQA court
decisions, an EIR is deficient and must be set aside where substantive or material
procedural errors have occurred. Failure to make reference materials available is just
such an error. See, for example, Ultramar v. South Coast AQMD (1993) 17 Cal. App.
4th 689 where the court ruled that failure to circulate the cumulative impacts section of
an environmental assessment for full 30 days was necessarily prejudicial. By failing to
give the County access to the supplemental traffic analysis in Appendix B for the full 45-
day period required by CEQA, Caltrans has denied the County the opportunity for
comment to which it is entitled. The County therefore requests that Caltrans open up
an additional public comment period of at least 15 days to give the County, and other
members of the public, the benefit of a full 45-day comment period to address traffic-
related impacts (and any related air quality impacts) of Alternatives D and E.

Conclusion

The SEIR is non-responsive to the Court of Appeals decision and deficient under
CEQA. It must be withdrawn.
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Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Very truly yours,

DIEPENBROCK HARRISON
A Professional Corporation

By :
Michael V. Brady

MVB:lcb
Enclosures



ATTACHMENT A COMMENT LETTER # 2

SHINGLE SPRINGS CASINO ADDITIONAL FREEWAY
AND INTERCHANGE IMPACT ANALYSIS



Dowling Associates, Inc. : |T‘

Transportation Engineering © Planning® Research ¢ Education

June 27, 2005

Mr. Michael V. Brady
Diepenbrock Law Firm

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 446-4469
Fax: (916) 446-4535

Subject: Shingle Springs Casino [P04102]
Additional Freeway & Interchange Impact Analysis

As requested we have reviewed the Supplemental EIR issued by Caltrans in May 2006 and
the Traffic Operations Analysis prepared by David Evans and Associates on August 8, 2001
for the Shingle Springs Rancheria Interchange. The following paragraphs answer the
questions posed by you and Bob Dulla of Sierra Research regarding these analyses.

1. Updated Freeway Impacts of Casino and Rancheria Interchange

In June 2005 we presented an updated analysis of the casino impacts for the summer of
2004 using Caltrans Summer 2004 counts for the US 50 freeway and the David Evans trip
generation and distribution assumptions for the Casino. That repeat of the David Evans
analysis using Summer 2004 counts found that the Casino would cause US 50 to operate at
LOS F (EB PM peak hour) between Ponderosa Road and East Shingle Springs on the first
day the Casino opened (even after assuming that the EIR recommended eastbound
auxiliary lane between East Shingle Springs and the Rancheria were built).

At your request we have updated that analysis to the summer of 2006. We obtained from
the Caltrans website the latest 2005 and 2002 average annual traffic estimates for US 50
between Ponderosa Road and Greenstone Road. We found that over those three years
traffic has been growing at the average rate of 8% to 10% per year. Applying a 9% per year
increase to the Caltrans counted Summer 2004 volumes, and adding in the trips generated
by the Casino (per the David Evans report) results in the peak hour volumes and level of
service shown in the figure below.

The following mitigation measures would be required to mitigate the level of service to “E”
or better:

1. Construct 3' eastbound mixed-flow through lane from Ponderosa Road to
Greenstone Road. (An HOV lane would not be sufficient because the demand is
about 20% greater than the capacity. There are not enough HOV’s on US 50 to
sufficiently off-load the other lanes.). This mitigation is necessary to address
opening day impacts of the project on the weekday afternoon peak hour.

428 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, CA 95814. Phone: 916-266-2190 FAX 916-266-2195
www.dowlinginc.com
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2. Construct a 3" westbound mixed flow through lane from the future Rancheria
Interchange to Ponderosa Road. (An HOV lane would not be sufficient because the
LOS problem occurs on Summer Saturdays.) This mitigation is required to address
opening day impacts of the project on the Saturday afternoon peak hour.

3. Additional mitigations may be required west of Ponderosa Road and east of
Greenstone Road on opening day, but our analysis did not extend that far (We need
more time to secure the necessary summer count information for these sections of

the freeway).

Exhibit 1. Update of David Evans Existing + Project Analysis Using Estimated Summer 2006 Volumes

Uses David Evans Trip Generation with Caltrans Summer 2004 Counts Extrapolated 15% to 2006

WB vph LOS vic East vph LOS vic vph LOS vic
AM 3265 D 93% Shingle 3246 D 93% Rancheria 3272 D 94% Greenstone
PM 2850 D 81% Springs 2836 D 81% 2658 C 76%
SAT 3295 F 105% /K 3277 F 104% /\ 2914 D 93% / \
2-Lanes WB 2-Lanes 2-Lanes
2-Lanes EB 3-Lanes (w. Mitigation) 2-Lanes >
EB vph LOS vic \/ vph LOS vic \/ vph LOS vic \/
AM 2512 C 72% 2496 B 47% 2237 C 64%
PM 4194 F 120% 4160 D 79% 3899 F 111%
SAT 3033 D 96% 3005 C 63% 2765 D 88%

Sources:

Table 21, page 59, and Appendix F of David Evans Report, Appendix K of EIR

Caltrans 2003 Ramp Volumes on California State Freeway System, May 2004, District 03.

Caltrans 2002 and 2005 Volumes on California State Highways (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/index.htm)

2. Requirements for Direct Ramps to Casino

On pages 55 through 57 of the David Evans Traffic Operations Analysis dated August 8,
2001 (Appendix K of EIR), David Evans states that interchange alternatives 3 and 4 (the
tight and wide diamond configurations) would operate at level of service “A” and “B” during
the AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours if the intersections at the diamond interchange were

signalized.

On page 56 David Evans identifies a queue storage problem under Alternative 3 (The tight
diamond) on the Saturday peak hour for traffic leaving the casino and turning left to go
eastbound on US 50, but they go on to say that: “ The excess queue would amount to a
single vehicle” and, “If [the westbound intersection were] signalized and coordinated with
the signal for the eastbound ramps, the signal timing coordination could ensure that the
eastbound ramp intersection would provide additional or offset green time to clear the

westbound intersection.”

The wide diamond alternative (#4) would operate at excellent level of service with no queue
storage problems, while the tight diamond alternative (#3) would operate with excellent
level of service and no queue storage problems if the signals were coordinated with each

other.
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Thus the new downsized Casino alternatives do not require the direct freeway ramps and
could be served by the smaller diamond interchange configurations.

2. US 50 Transportation Concept Report

Caltrans is currently preparing a new US 50 Transportation Concept Report (TCR) but has
not yet published it. The current TCR is dated 1998. This report sets level of service “E” as
the standard for US 50 from the Sacramento County line to the City of Placerville. The
ultimate concept for this section of US 50 ranges from 8-lane freeway in the west to 4-lane
freeway in the east, at Placerville.

(Source: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/planning/systemplanning.htm.
Please contact me at 916-266-2190 x302 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Dowling Associates, Inc.

P e / -x/_’-‘f' v 5
i
o

Richard Dowling, P.E., Ph.D.
President

d:\work\proj\proj2004\040102 shingle springs casino\seircomments2.doc
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SHINGLE SPRINGS CASINO TRAFFIC REVIEW



Dowling Associates, Inc.
Transportation Engineering © Planning® Research ¢ Education

June 10, 2005

Mr. Michael V. Brady
Diepenbrock Law Firm

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 446-4469
Fax: (916) 446-4535

Subject: Shingle Springs Casino Traffic Review [P04102]

As requested we have reviewed the Traffic Operations Analysis prepared by David Evans
and Associates on August 8, 2001 for the Shingle Springs Rancheria Interchange.

Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations

We have reached the following conclusions.

1. The David Evans report did not evaluate a sufficiently long section of the US 50
freeway. Their analysis stopped short at the East Shingle Springs interchange.
They did not consider the impacts of the casino on freeway operations west of that
interchange. Their proposed mitigation measure, an eastbound auxiliary lane
between the East Shingle Springs Drive Interchange and the proposed Rancheria
(Casino) interchange, is consequently inadequate.

2. Recent traffic counts (summer 2004) indicate that existing plus project will cause
level of service “F” conditions on US 50, west of the East Shingle Springs Drive
Interchange. The proposed auxiliary lane mitigation east of East Shingle Springs
Drive would not mitigate this deficiency.

3. David Evans based their trip generation estimates on information available back in
2001. These estimates are not supported by more recent studies of the Thunder
Valley Casino or by other traffic studies of Indian gaming casinos in California.
Updating the David Evans analysis with the new trip generation rates would cause
the analysis to show that the proposed auxiliary lane is not sufficient to fully
mitigate the impacts of the project on US 50 freeway operations under either
existing conditions or future 2025 cumulative conditions.

4. The David Evans pass-by trip assumptions for the casino project are not supported
by other traffic studies of Indian gaming casinos in California. Specifically, the
traffic study for the Thunder Valley Casino on State Route 65 near Interstate 80 did
not incorporate a reduction for freeway pass-by trips in its analysis. Traffic studies
of other Indian gaming casinos in California also have not included a pass-by trip
reduction. In addition, the David Evans 40% of casino trip generation pass-by

428 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, CA 95814. Phone: 916-266-2190 FAX 916-266-2195
www.dowlinginc.com
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reduction appears to directly conflict with the 8% of US 50 traffic capture rate
estimate developed by the USI market analysis for the Shingle Springs casino.

5. It is our recommendation that the David Evans analysis be extended westward to
identify and develop mitigation measures for all of the sections of US 50 that are
impacted by the project. The traffic counts, forecasts, trip rates and pass-by
assumptions should also be updated to more accurately represent the likely traffic
impacts of the proposed casino project.

Summary of David Evans Report

David Evans relied upon traffic counts for the US 50 freeway that were conducted in 1999
west of Ponderosa Road. Various assumptions and methods were then used to extend this
count to estimated weekday and Saturday peak hour ramp and freeway volumes for the
freeway east of Ponderosa Road.

The El Dorado County traffic model for the 1996 County General Plan was used to obtain
cumulative no-project volumes for US 50. The model’s 2022 forecasts were factored up to
obtain 2025 forecasts. David Evans believed that the model’s forecasts for US 50 were
unreasonably low east of East Shingle Springs Drive, so they developed estimated
cumulative volumes for the ramps at this interchange and used those volumes to compute a
new forecast for US 50 east of East Shingle Springs Drive.

Trip Generation

The project traffic was estimated by David Evans based on the Urban Systems Marketing
Study for the Shingle Springs Casino and reported trip generation surveys of Indian
gaming casinos ranging in size from 17,000 square feet to 78,000 square. Since these
casinos were much smaller than the proposed casino, David Evans decided that the trip
generation rates coming out of these studies were generally too high (3.02 AM, 5.95 PM,
6.73 Saturday) and selected the trips rates implied by the Casino Marketing Study (2.95
AM, 4.95 PM, 6.90 Saturday). The Marketing Study did not produce an AM peak hour
estimate, so David Evans took 60% of the PM peak hour rate to get the AM peak hour rate.
About 25% of the hotel trips were assumed to be additive to the casino trips. Their final
estimate was that the combined 238,500 square foot casino and 250 room hotel would
generate 9,918 weekday trips and 14,600 Saturday trips, with 739 trips during the weekday
morning peak hour, 1,219 trips during the weekday PM peak hour, and 1,691 trips during
the Saturday peak hour for the peak summer month.

Trip Distribution

The David Evans study assumed that 80% of the project traffic would come from and go to
the west, based on the Urban Systems Marketing Study. The remaining 20% would come
from and go to the east.
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They noted that the Urban Systems Marketing Study identified that potentially 42.7% of
the casino traffic might be “intercepted” traffic, traffic that would have otherwise gone to
South Lake Tahoe and/or the Stateline casinos in the absence of the proposed Shingle
Springs Casino. Another 15% of the Shingle Springs Casino traffic would be “pass-by” trips
(called “diverted”, in their report), trips that were bound for South Lake Tahoe, but which
make an extra stop at the Shingle Springs Casino on their way to the lake.

Exhibit 1. Location Map

Limits of
David Evans Analysis

vs 55
_—
Proposed 'r
Rancheria 1
Interchange
David Evans
Recommended Mitigation
US 50 EB Auxiliary Lane
50
us
a. o 1800 ft
\xo‘""‘?~ ‘“—p
> Deowling Associates

David Evans adopted a 40% pass-by assumption for the Shingle Springs Casino analysis.
Sixty percent of the project trip generation would be new trips added to the US 50 freeway,
40% would be existing trips otherwise passing by the casino, but now stopping at the
casino.

Their final estimate was therefore that the combined 238,500 square foot casino and 250
room hotel would add 443 new trips during the weekday morning peak hour, 732 new trips
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during the weekday PM peak hour, and 1,015 new trips during the Saturday peak hour to
the US 50 freeway during the peak summer month.

Exhibit 2. David Evans Trip Generation Estimates

AM Peak Hour

40.0%
Rate Trips Passby Net
238,500 Sq. Ft. Casino 2.95 704 -282 422
250 Rooms Hotel 0.14 35 -14 21
Total 739 -296 443
PM Peak Hour
40.0%
Rate Trips Passby Net
Casino 4.95 1181 -472 709
Hotel 0.15 38 -15 23
Total 1219 -487 732
Saturday Peak
Hour
40.0%
Rate Trips Passby Net
Casino 6.90 1646 -658 988
Hotel 0.18 45 -18 27
Total 1691 -676 1015

Source: Table 13, page 38, Shingle Springs Rancheria Interchange,
Final Traffic Operations Analysis, David Evans & Associates, Aug. 8, 2001.

Level of Service Results

David Evans evaluated existing, existing plus project, cumulative, and cumulative plus
project conditions for the Rancheria Interchange and the US 50 freeway mainline on both
sides of the proposed Rancheria Interchange.

They concluded that no mitigations to US 50 freeway would be required for existing plus
project conditions.

For cumulative plus project conditions they determined that the US 50 freeway would
operate at level of service “F” in the eastbound direction during the weekday PM peak hour
unless mitigated. Their recommended mitigation was to construct an auxiliary lane
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between the East Shingle Springs Drive on-ramp and the proposed Rancheria off-ramp for
the eastbound direction of US 50.

They also recommended that a traffic management plan be established and implemented to
minimize traffic impacts to US 50 during special events at the casino.

Exhibit 3. David Evans Freeway Analysis Results (Cumulative 2025 Plus Project With Mitigation)

WB  vph LOS vic East vph LOS vic vph LOS v/c

AM Not Analyzed Shingle 3122 E 89% Rancheria 3148 E 90%  Greenstone

PM Not Analyzed Springs 2572 D 74% 2394 D 68%

%T Not Analyzed /\ 2922 E  93% / Y 2559 E  81% / ¥
2-Lanes 2-Lanes 2-Lanes
2-Lanes 3-Lanes (w. Mitigation) 2-Lanes

EB vph LOS v/c ~NA_— vph LOS v/c Y vph LOS v/c \ ~

AM Not Analyzed 2396 B 45% 2137 C 61%

PM Not Analyzed 3751 D 71% 3490 E 100%

SAT Not Analyzed 3056 C 64% 2816 E 89%

Sources:

Table 21, page 59, and Appendix F of David Evans Report, Appendix K of EIR

Note: David Evans did not evaluate freeway operations west of the East Shingle Springs interchange.

Issue #1 — Failure to Identify & Mitigate Significant Congestion
Impacts Farther Away From the Project on US 50

David Evans limited the analysis of traffic impacts on the US 50 Freeway to the immediate
vicinity of the proposed Rancheria Interchange (i.e., one interchange east and west of the
project). Their cumulative plus project results showed that the existing 2 lanes in each
direction of US 50 would not be adequate to serve forecasted traffic from the Rancheria.
They recommended the addition of an eastbound auxiliary lane to mitigate the project
impacts within the boundary of their analysis. They failed, however, to consider the
impacts of the project farther west of the East Shingle Springs Drive interchange.

Employing the El Dorado County General Plan 2004 model traffic forecasts for the East
Shingle Springs Drive ramps, we have extended the David Evans analysis, without
modification, to west of the East Shingle Springs Drive interchange. We subtracted the
forecasted off-ramp volumes and added the forecasted on-ramp volumes at East Shingle
Springs to the David Evans forecasts to arrive at the forecasted US 50 freeway volumes
west of East Shingle Springs Drive.

The extended analysis shows that the two-lane section of eastbound US 50, between the
Ponderosa Road and East Shingle Springs Drive interchanges would operate at level of



Page 6
Mr. Michael V. Brady
June 10, 2005

Shingle Springs Casino Traffic Analysis

service “F” during both the weekday PM peak hour and the Saturday peak hour under
cumulative (2025) plus project conditions.

Exhibit 4. Extension of David Evans Cumulative 2025 Analysis West of East Shingle Springs Drive

WB vph LOS v/c East vph LOS v/c vph  LOS v/c

AM 3192 E 91% Shingle 3122 E 89%  Rancheria 3148 E 90% Greenstone

PM 2672 D 76% Springs 2572 D 74% 2394 D 68%

S<AT 3022 E 96% /‘\ 2022 E 93% / ¥ 2559 E 81% / ¥
2-Lanes WB 2-Lanes 2-Lanes
2-Lanes EB 3-Lanes (w. Mitigation) 2-Lanes

EB vph LOS v/c \ ~ vph LOS v/c ~NA_— vph  LOS v/c \ S~

AM 2504 D 2% 2396 B 45% 2137 C 61%

PM 3850 F 110% 3751 D 71% 3490 E 100%

SAT 3155 F 100% 3056 C 64% 2816 E 89%

Sources:

Table 21, page 59, and Appendix F of David Evans Report, Appendix K of EIR
Caltrans 2003 Ramp Volumes on California State Freeway System, May 2004, District 03.

The eastbound auxiliary lane recommended by David Evans would have to be extended
through the East Shingle Springs Interchange and further westward to fully mitigate the
impacts of the project on the US 50 freeway. Our analysis shows that the third lane
mitigation must extend at least from Ponderosa Road to the proposed Rancheria
Interchange. Our analysis suggests that even this mitigation may not extend sufficiently
far enough west to mitigate the project impacts. We have not analyzed other sections of US
50 west of Ponderosa to see how far west the mitigation would have to extend.

Issue #2 — Casino Traffic Will Immediately Exceed Caltrans
Congestion Thresholds on US 50

A review of traffic counts collected in the summer of 2004 indicates that most of the growth
forecast by David Evans for 2025 has already occurred. This means that US 50 has little
capacity to absorb the traffic that will be generated by the Rancheria. Our analysis shows
that when David Evans estimates of traffic from the project are combined with the counts
observed in 2004, level of service thresholds set by both Caltrans and El Dorado County for
US 50 will immediately be exceeded.

Exhibit 5 provides a summary of both mean and maximum counts recorded by Caltrans
between Ponderosa Road and East Shingle Springs Road during the summer of 2004. It
shows that the highest volumes are recorded in the eastbound lanes during the weekday
PM peak hours. A comparison of the counts recorded by David Evans in 1999, the 2004
summer Caltrans counts and the David Evans forecast for 2025 is presented in exhibit 6. It
shows that in the 5-year period between 1999 and 2004, traffic growth on US 50 consumed
between 53 and 98 percent of the 26 year forecast that David Evans prepared for 2025.
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Clearly, David Evans dramatically underestimated the level of growth that can be expected
by 2025.

Exhibit 5. US 50 Traffic Counts Between Ponderosa Rd and East Shingle Springs

Mean Peak Hour Volumes (Summer 2004)

Direction Peak Weekday Weekend AllDays Max

WB AM 2720 2325 2611 3162
WB PM 2183 2453 2264 2941
EB AM 1903 2161 1975 2558
EB PM 3261 2299 2977 3518

Source: Caltrans 03, May 2005 (continuous counts collected June 1 — August 31, 2004)

Exhibit 6. Comparison of David Evans Forecasts to Caltrans Counts

D.Evans D.Evans D. Evans Growth % of Growth
1999 2025 1999 - 2025 1999-2004 Used by 2004

WB AM 2206 3086 880 514 58.4
WB PM 1589 2316 727 594 81.7
WB Sat 1691 2465 774 762 98.4
EB AM 1229 2150 921 674 73.2
EB PM 2407 3441 1034 854 82.6
EBSAT 1872 2681 809 427 52.8

Source: Caltrans 2004 = Caltrans 03, June 1-August 31 2004 Counts
Source: David Evans 1999 = Table 4, page 20

Source: David Evans 2025 Cumulative = Table 21, page 59

All volumes shown here exclude the casino project

When the project generated trips estimated by David Evans are added to the mean
weekday and Saturday peak hour volumes counted in 2004 the result is that the section of
US 50 eastbound, west of the East Shingle Springs Drive Interchange, will operate at Level
of Service “F” during the weekday PM peak hour (see Exhibit 7 below). The David Evans
recommended auxiliary lane mitigation measure would not extend far enough west to
mitigate this deficiency.
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Exhibit 7. Update of David Evans Existing + Project Analysis Using Summer 2004 Counts

WB vph LOS v/c East vph LOS v/c vph  LOS v/c

AM 2775 D 79% Shingle 2756 D 79%  Rancheria 2782 D 80% Greenstone

PM 2453 D 70% Springs 2439 D 70% 2261 C 65%

S<AT 2864 E 91% /‘\ 2846 E 90% / ¥~ 2483 D 79% / ¥
2-Lanes WB 2-Lanes 2-Lanes
2-Lanes EB 3-Lanes (w. Mitigation) 2-Lanes

EB vph LOS v/c \ ~ vph LOS v/c ~NA_— vph  LOS v/c \ S~

AM 2165 C 62% 2149 B 41% 1890 C 54%

PM 3605 F 103% 3571 D 68% 3310 E 95%

SAT 2633 D 84% 2605 C 55% 2365 D 75%

Sources:

Table 21, page 59, and Appendix F of David Evans Report, Appendix K of EIR
Caltrans 2003 Ramp Volumes on California State Freeway System, May 2004, District 03.

Issue #3 — Thunder Valley Survey Indicates Traffic Impacts on
U.S. 50 Will Be Worse Than Originally Projected

David Evans selected trip generation rates for the proposed casino based on the Urban
Systems Marketing Study. They generally discounted the surveys of trip generation for
existing Indian gaming casinos in California because the casinos surveyed were less than
half the size of the proposed Shingle Springs Rancheria Casino. This was a reasonable
approach based on the information available at that time. However, the recent opening of
the Thunder Valley Casino provides a similar large size casino for comparison to the
Shingle Springs Casino. It is no longer necessary to rely upon strictly a market analysis.

To determine if the marketing survey based trip generation estimate by David Evans was
an accurate representation of the actual trip generation of the much larger Shingle Springs
Casino, we conducted six days of trip generation counts over a two month period of the
200,000 square foot Thunder Valley Casino off of SR 65 in Placer County, near Lincoln, Ca.

Trip Generation Survey of Thunder Valley Casino

Dowling Associates conducted traffic counts at all of the driveways for the Thunder Valley
Casino over 6 days in January and March 2005. The count included weekdays and
weekends. This casino was selected for the survey because of its comparable size to the
proposed Shingle Springs Casino, and because of its comparable location, near a freeway
leading to the Nevada casinos.

The Thunder Valley Casino is located on the north side of Athens Avenue, Just west of
Industrial Avenue in Placer County. The casino is about one mile away from the SR
65/Twelve bridges interchange and 6 miles away from the Interstate 80 freeway leading to
Reno.
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Thunder Valley is a 200,000 square foot casino with 4 driveways leading to off-street
parking surrounding the casino. Two additional driveways, off of Sparta Court serve an
overflow/employee parking lot. One of these additional driveways is closed.

The number of vehicles entering and leaving each of the 5 open driveways were counted for
two hours each during the weekday AM peak period (7-9 AM), the weekday PM peak period
(4-6 PM), and the Saturday afternoon peak period (5-7 PM). The counts were conducted on
Saturday January 15, Tuesday January 18, Thursday March 3, Saturday March 5,
Wednesday March 9 and Saturday March 12, 2005.

The exhibit below shows the results of these driveway traffic counts for the Thunder Valley
Casino. The average trip generation for the Thunder Valley Casino was 486 AM peak hour
and 1012 PM peak hour vehicle trip ends for a weekday, and 1,653 vehicle trip ends for a
Saturday peak hour.

Since the counts were performed in January and March, and it was desired to obtain trip
generation rates for the peak gaming months of May, July, and August, the traffic counts
conducted in non-peak months were adjusted for seasonal variation. Based on the article
“Gaming Casino Traffic”, in the ITE Journal, March 1998, casino trip generation surveys in
January and March should be multiplied by the seasonal adjustment factor of 1.1 to obtain
trip generation estimates for the peak gaming months of the year.

The seasonally adjusted vehicle trip generation for AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours is
shown in the exhibit below. Thunder Valley generates 534 AM peak hour, 1,113 PM peak
hour, and 1,818 Saturday peak hour vehicle trip ends during the peak gaming months of
the year.

Exhibit 8: Traffic Counts at the Thunder Valley Casino

Summary of Trip Generation Counts Janary-March 2005
Thunder Valley Casino, Placer County, CA Dowling Associates
1A18/2005 | 3732005 31942005 Average Seasonal Factorl
Weekday AM Peak Hour 488 470 499 436 534
Weekday PM Peak Hour 932 1,057 997 1,012 1,113
Saturday Peak Hour 1/15/2005|  3/5/2005| 3/12/2005| Average Seasonal Factor!
1,705 1,719 1,535 1,653 1818
Note:
1. The peak gaming months are reported as May, July, and August. Thus, the monthly vatiation
should be applied a multiplier. The seasonal adjustment factor is 1.1 of January and March. ITE
Journal March 1998.
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Dividing the seasonally adjusted traffic volumes by the square footage of the Thunder
Valley Casino results in the following trip generation rates: 2.67 trips/thousand square feet
for the AM peak hour, 5.57 trips/thousand square feet for the PM peak hour and 9.09 trips
per thousand square feet for the Saturday Peak hour.

Trip Generation Estimates For Shingle Springs

Based on the Thunder Valley Casino trip generation study results, the appropriate trip
generation rates to use for Shingle Springs should be 2.67 trips for the AM peak hour, 5.57
trips for the PM peak hour and 9.09 trips per thousand square feet for the Saturday Peak
hour. These rates are lower than the 2.95 AM peak hour rate used by David Evans
(DE&A), and higher than the 4.95 PM peak hour 6.90 Saturday peak hour rates used by
DE&A in their analysis of the Shingle Springs Casino. Exhibit 9 below shows the impacts
of the improved trip generation rates on the estimated trip generation for the Shingle
Springs Casino

Exhibit 9: David Evans (DE&A) and Dowling Trip Generation Comparison

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour
Study Rate Trips Rate Trips Rate Trips
DE&A 2.95 704 4.95 1,181 6.90 1,646
Dowling 2.67 637 5.57 1,327 9.09 2,168

The forecasted trip generation for the Shingle Springs Casino is 10% lower than the David
Evans analysis for the AM peak hour. However the forecasted trip generation for the PM
peak hour is 12% higher, and 32% higher for the Saturday peak hour.

Impacts on US 50 Level of Service

The revised trips generated by the project were assigned to the US 50 freeway for two
scenarios: existing + project (i.e., Caltrans 2004 counts plus the Thunder Valley based trip
generation rates) and cumulative + project (i.e., the David Evans forecast of traffic in 2025
plus the Thunder Valley based trip generation rates). Both scenarios used the same
distributions and pass-by volumes employed by David Evans.

Existing plus Project Level of Service Analysis

The existing traffic volumes on the freeway mainline were based on the traffic counts collected
in 2004. The project casino-generated trips were calculated using the new casino trip generation
rates (from the Thunder Valley Casino) and with the David Evans’ pass-by traffic percentages.
The ramp volumes on Rancheria Interchange (proposed Casino) were based on the David Evans’
report with the corrected Casino trips. The ramp volumes on East Shingle Springs Interchange
were based on the ramp daily traffic volumes published by Caltrans District 3 in 2004. The ratios
of peak hour traffic to daily traffic on the freeway mainline by direction for each peak hour were
applied to the ramp daily traffic counts to obtain peak hour volumes.
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Exhibit 10 shows the result of updated freeway mainline level of service of Existing plus Project
conditions. The section of the US 50 freeway between Ponderosa Road and East Shingle Springs
interchange would operate at level of service “F” in the eastbound direction during the weekday
PM peak hour. Other sections of US 50 farther west might also operate at LOS “F”, but these
sections were not studied.

Exhibit 10: Freeway Mainline LOS Analysis of Existing (2004) Plus Project Scenario

WB vph LOS v/c East vph LOS v/c vph LOS v/c

AM 2774 D 79% Shingle 2755 D 79%  Rancheria 2776 D 79% Greenstone

PM 2485 D 71% Springs 2471 D 71% 2270 C 65%

S<AT 3007 E 95% /\ 2089 E 95% / ¥~ 2512 D 80% / ¥
2-Lanes WB 2-Lanes 2-Lanes
2-Lanes EB 3-Lanes (w. Mitigation) 2-Lanes

EB vph LOS v/c Y vph LOS vic ~A_— vph LOS  v/c \ ~

AM 2143 C 61% 2127 B 40% 1894 C 54%

PM 3642 F 104% 3608 D 68% 3316 E 95%

SAT 2749 D 87% 2721  C 57% 2407 D 76%

Sources:

Table 21, page 59, and Appendix F of David Evans Report, Appendix K of EIR
Caltrans 2003 Ramp Volumes on California State Freeway System, May 2004, District 03.
Thunder Valley Casino Trip Generation Study, Jan-Mar 2005, Dowling Associates

The section of US 50 between East Shingle Springs and Rancheria would also operate at
LOS “F” in the eastbound direction if it were not for the auxiliary lane recommended by
David Evans. The above exhibit presumes this mitigation is in place for existing plus
project conditions.

Cumulative 2025 Plus Project Level of Service Analysis

The result for the cumulative (2025) plus project is that the proposed project will cause
freeway level of service to breakdown to level of service “F” at several locations and several
time periods.
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Exhibit 11. Cumulative Plus Project LOS With Corrected Trip Generation

WB vph LOS v/c East vph LOS v/c vph LOS v/c

AM 3191 E 91% Shingle 3121 E 89%  Rancheria 3142 E 90% Greenstone

PM 2704 D 77% Springs 2604 D 74% 2403 D 69%

S<AT 3165 F 101% Y~ 3085 E  97% I\ 2688 D 8% YN
2-Lanes WB 2-Lanes 2-Lanes
2-Lanes EB 3-Lanes (w. Mitigation) 2-Lanes

BB wph LOS  vie S wph LOS v  ~a_— wh L0S v Sa—

AM 2482 D 1% 2374 B 45% 2141 C 61%

PM 3887 F 111% 3788 D 2% 3496 E 100%

SAT 3271 F 104% 3172 C 67% 2858 E 91%

Sources:

Table 21, page 59, and Appendix F of David Evans Report, Appendix K of EIR
Thunder Valley Casino Trip Generation Study, Jan-Mar 2005, Dowling Associates

US 50 will operate at level of service “F” in the eastbound direction west of East Shingle
Springs Drive, during both the weekday PM and Saturday peak hours. US 50 will also
operate at level of service “F” in the westbound direction, west of the East Shingle Springs
Drive interchange during the Saturday peak hour. This analysis did not determine how far
west the congestion would extend during both the weekday PM peak hour and the Saturday
peak hour.

Issue #4 — Implausible Pass-By Estimates Indicate Traffic
Impacts on U.S. 50 Will Be Much Worse Than Originally Projected

The David Evans estimate of 40% pass-by trips is implausibly high in light of various data
that are available.

First of all, a review of 15 other traffic impact studies of Indian gaming casinos in
California found that none of them had discounted the casino trip generation for pass-by,
diverted, or intercepted trips. These studies are listed below:

Exhibit 12. List of Traffic Studies Consulted for Pass-By Methodology

Title Date IAuthor Location
Traffic Needs Assessment of Indian
Development Projects in the San Diego Region
- Spring 2002

March, |County of San Diego, Dept. of [San Diego
2003  |Public Works County

Allegan

November, |URS Corporation, Grand

Gun Lake Casino Final Traffic Study 2001  |Rapids, Michigan Cguqty,
Michigan
chal Impgct Analysis of the Proposed Hood October, ECONorthwest, Portland, OR Portland,
River Casino 1998 Oregon
. . . . . . Beloit,
Beloit Casino and Entertainment Complex June, 2004 HNTB, Madison, Wisconsin Wisconsin

San Pablo Casino Traffic Analysis Preliminary | January, [Katz, Okitsu & Associates. Contra Costa,




Page 13
Mr. Michael V. Brady
June 10, 2005

Shingle Springs Casino Traffic Analysis

Title Date IAuthor Location
Findings 2005 CA
Bridgeport Casino Traffic Impacts on the South Buckhurst Fish & Jacquemart .
Western Region of Connecticut July, 2001 Inc. New York, NY Connecticut
Recalibration of Trip Generation Model for Las Mav. 2002 Kimley-Horn, Denver, CO. ITE |Las Vegas,
\Vegas Hotel/Casino Y, Journal NV
Preliminary Evaluation of the Environmental The Bav Institute Marc
Impacts of a Resort Casino Proposed by the y
) . Holmes, Sonoma Land Trust
Federated Indians of the Graton Rancheria at | July, 2003 . Sonoma, CA
) . . . Wendy Eliot, Sonoma Ecology
Lakeville Highway and State Highway 37 in o
. . Center Caitlin Cornwall
Southern Sonoma County, California
Trafﬂ.c Impac.:t. Study for the Auburn Rancheria October, Fehr & Peers, Roseville, CA  |Roseville, CA
Gaming Facility 2000
. CCS Planning and
Cache Qreek Hgtel DevelopmenF and Casino May, 2002 Engineering, Inc. Sacramento, |Yolo, CA
Expansion Traffic Impact Analysis CA
Mississippi Gulf Coast Transportation .
Management Plan for Waterfront Development June, 1993 Burk-Kleinpeter, Inc. Gulfport, MS
Buena Vista Casino Development July, 2000 KD Anderson Transportanon Reno, NV
Engineers, Roseville, CA
. . March, |Crawford, Bunte, Brammeier. .
Gaming Facility 1998 ITE Journal St. Louis, MO
Casino Transportation Planning Jaznouc;cgy, ITE Technical Committee
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn United Auburn Indian Newcastle,
) June, 2000
Rancheria Community CA

Secondly, the USI, “Shingle Springs, California Gaming and Hotel Market Assessment”,
October 1999, estimates that only 8% of the existing traffic on US 50 would be captured by
the proposed casino!. The table below compares the difference in the number of pass-by
trips estimated using the 40% of casino trip generation used by David Evans and the 8% of

existing freeway traffic used by USI.

Thirdly, the David Evans estimate of pass-by trips for the casino is equal to 34% of the total
weekday PM peak hour traffic passing over Echo Summit on US 50. The assumed casino
pass-by trips are equal to 47% of the total traffic on Echo Summit on weekends. See above

table.

Finally, the 2004 General Plan El Dorado County Traffic model predicts that only 637 AM
peak hour trips and 637 PM peak hour trips would travel through the county to South Lake
Tahoe and Stateline, Nevada. The David Evans estimate of pass-by trips would be

! Note: David Evans assumed that 40% of the trips generated by the casino would be existing trips
already on US 50 (pass-by trips). The USI marketing study estimated that the casino would draw
8% of the existing trips on US 50. When the two different estimates are applied to the casino traffic
and the US 50 traffic, the conflict between the two estimates becomes apparent.
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equivalent to one-third of the AM through trips and two-thirds of the PM through trips
passing through El Dorado County on US 50.

Exhibit 13. Comparison of USI and David Evans (DE&A) Pass-By Trip Estimates

Trips Pass-By Capture Rates Pass-By Capture Trips DE&A
Method Pass-
% of Casino % of US-50 By Trips as
Casino On US-50 Trips (DE&A Trips (USI DE&A USI % of US-50
Analysis Period Generated ' to/from Tahoe * Method) 3 Method) 4 Method ° Method Trips
Weekday AM Peak Hour 739 1,078 40% 8% 296 86 27%
Weedkay PM Peak Hour 1,219 1,433 40% 8% 487 115 34%
Saturday Peak Hour 1,691 1,444 40% 8% 677 115 47%

Notes:
1 - From David Evans & Associates, "Shingle Springs Rancheria Interchange Traffic Operations Analysis", August 8, 2001, Table 11, p. 33.
2 - Caltrans Traffic Volumes for US-50 at S.R. 89 from June 2004. Used count location close to Lake Tahoe to estimate the amount of traffic headed to
and from Tahoe on U.S. 50 at the Shingle Springs project site.
3 - From David Evans & Associates, "Shingle Springs Rancheria Interchange Traffic Operations Analysis", August 8, 2001, p. 41.
4 - From US]I, "Shingle Springs, California Gaming and Hotel Market Assessment", October 1999, p. 19.
5 - From David Evans & Associates, "Shingle Springs Rancheria Interchange Traffic Operations Analysis", August 8, 2001, Table 14, p. 43.

Reduction of the David Evans pass-by percentage assumption by any amount would
significantly increase the estimated impacts of the project on US 50.

Acknowledgements

I would like to acknowledge the technical work of Mr. Chris Ferrell, Mr. Allen Huang and
Mr. Ka-Fai Wong, of Dowling Associates on this analysis. I would like to thank Mr. Ron
Milam of Fehr & Peers for providing the model information.

Please contact me at 916-266-2190 x302 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Dowling Associates, Inc.

Richard Dowling, P.E., Ph.D.
President

d:\work\proj\proj2004\040102 shingle springs casino\trafficreport.doc



ATTACHMENT C COMMENT LETTER # 2

LETTER FROM THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY
CALTRANS DISTRICT 2



JUL-05-2006 WED 03:38 PM SIERRA RESEARCH FAX NO, 916 431 6661 P. 02

STATE DE GALIFQRNIA-BUSINESS, mguggomxﬁow AND HOUSING AGENCY. ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGEER, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P.0, BOX 495073

REDDING, GA 26048-5073

PHONE (530) 225-3369

Fle it power!
FAX (530) 225-3020 RE D put dinfcorith
February 3, 2006 ‘ ' ‘ F 0 2008 IGR/CEQA Review
T COUNTY Teh-5-32
Mr, (eorge Robson PLANNING DEET, Sun City (Del Webb)
Tchama County Planning Department DEIR
444 Qak Street, Room 1 Courthouse Annex SCH# 2005022038

Red Bluff, CA 96080

Dear Mr. Rubson:

The California Department of Transportation (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
and the traffic study submitted for the Sun City Tehama Project. Thia project, which is of regional significance pursuant
to CEQA, is located along the west side of Interstate 5 (I-5) betwcen the Sunset Hills (formerly Snively Road) and
Hooker Creek interchanges. The project proposes & planned development to include (DEIR Table 3-2, p. 3.0-10):

* 3,700 residential units (3,475 age-restricted, 225 non-age-restricted). * 18-hole Golf Course

* 642,510 square feet Commercial . * 10 acres of park
* 30,000 sguare feet Medical * 1,067,220 square feet Public Facilities
* 45,000 square foot Recreation Center ' * 1,995 acres of Open Space

We would like to point out that L5 is {he only way into and out of the proposed development. There are no alternate
roads, clther local or state, into the project site. If the proposed project is approved and developed, it will have significant
impacts on many aspeels of life in Tehama County and adjoining Shasta County. As indicated in our response to the
Notico of Preparation (enclosed), the Department’s concerns are the impacts the project will have on the transportgtion
system, primarily the I-5 corridor between the citles of Red Bluff and Redding, IF not adequately mitigated, this project
will destroy the level of service on Interstate 5, bringing it below acceptable levels.

The Department groatly appreciates the effort of the developer and the County to work out many of the detnils of the
{raffic impact study prior to circulation of the DETR, A Transportation Impact Analysis Report (TIAR) for a developruent
of this magnitude is a significant effort and is very complicated. In addition to the 1,372 pages of text and tables inthe
TIAR, Caltrans eventually recelved over 670 computer files that were used by the consultant 1o generate ilie output data,
The TIAR, as submiited, contains 26 figures and 55 tables and became an entire volume of the DEIR.

During a meeting on Augnst 12, 2005, the County, developer, and Caltrans agreed that all parties would agree on ali of
{he traffic impacts of the proposed development prior to the circulation of the DEIR. Unfortunately this didn't happen and
the DEIR was circulated well before all the traffic impacts were mutually identified.

The Department’s technical comments to date on the traffic-related impacts and other concerns in the DEIR, are enclosed.
Based on the complexity, magnitude, regional impottance, end significant delays in receiving the information necessary
1o review (he DLIR, we are grateful that the county granted us an extension of time to February 4, 2006 to respond, cven
though it was less than the 30 days we requested. The Department was not provided sufficient time to thoroughly review
this very complex DEIR.

CEQA requires that all sipnificant impacts of the project bo identified in the DEIR, Ifthey are not included in the DEIR,
or if “new” information is revealed following the rclease of the DEIR, then CEQA requires recirculation of the DEIR for
public review and comment. There are significant impacts to Interstate § beyond the study limits of the DEIR, which
were not disclosed in the DEIR. These impacts away from the core project area should be clearly identificd, and the
developer should pay for its significant project-direct impacts and fair sharc of costs toward mitigation of cumulative
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traffio impacts. This fact, along with the difficult manner in which the data is prcschted, and with the errors and

inconsistencics in the DEIR/TIAR, procludes the ability to make sound decisions relating to the project’s traffic impacts
and mitigation measures. '

The Department strongly disagrees with the DEIR conclusion that there is no feasible mitipation for the signilicant
cumulative irapacts to Interstate 5 because there are no state or local programs to fund and construct the improvements.
There arc many acceptable methods to mitigate a project’s impacts, While specific projects o mitigate the impacts of the
proposed Del Webb Sun City project are not now included or programmed in state and local plans, it is reasonable for
{her not to bo there at this time since specific mitigation projects arc supposed to be identified through the
Fnvironmental Impact Report process. :

The DEIR refers to a development agreement used to fund mitigation jmprovements for Tehama Counly impacts and
State Highway impacts. This development agreement {5 not a part of the DEIR and is not available for the Department
and the public to review to determine if the mitigations are reasonable. The development agreement should be available
for review by the public and the Department if it is referred to in the DEIR. The CEQA Guidelines section
15126{a)(1)(B), spacifically state that formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time.

The Depariment believes that the project should be required to pay for project-specific impacts and for its proportionate
share of cumulative impacts for -5 improvements. Once the Treffic Study is corrected, and the frue impacts to the
transportation system arc clearly identified, we wonld like to work with the County to develop mutually acceplable
mitigation measurus to address the project’s impacts on I-5. The Department strongly urges Tehama County to
reconsider the “infeasibility” findings. If they are retsined in a Final EIR (FEIR), and approved by Tehama County, the
Department would view that approval with the utrmost concern.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity for review of this project. The Department will continue to offer the
opportunity to work diligently with the County in a positive manner 1o obtain the mitigation measures needed to reduce
he traffic impacts of the project. We look forward to receiving and revicwing the responses to comments and the FEIR.
If you have any questions, ﬁleasa call me or my staff at (530) 229-0517,

Sincerely, ‘ ‘

MICHELLT MILLETTE, Chief

Office of Communily Planning

Caltrans District 2
Fuclosures -
G Caltrans® Legal Division City of Red Bluff
Shasia County ' State Clearinghouse
~ City of Anderson Tehama LTC
City of Redding Shasta MPO

“Caltrans improvey mobility across Colifornia”
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ATTACHMENT “A*
Sun City Tehama Specific Plan (Del Webb) Draft EIR Comments

General Comments

« The EIR needs to provide a clear description and discussion of the impacts from the
consiruction_traffic_and—development phasing of both the residential end commercial
development. Clarifications and additional information for this concem have been requested
numerous times and remain outstanding, During a meeting on December 23, 2005 betwecn the
developer, the County, and Caltrans, it was recognized that the Transportation impact Analysis
Report (TIAR) submitted did not include several of the required clements including miligation
cosls, an interchange phasing plan and analysis, an analysis of construction related traffic
impacts, details used to evaluate the roundabout alternatives, and clarification of a previonsly
submitted (but not included in the DEIR) fair share analysis of the project’s fair (proportional)
share of the cumulative impacts. At a meeting on Japuary 11, 2006, the developer said this
information would be provided sometime during the week of Yaomary 16, 2006. We have never
recelved this requested information.

« Cost cstimates for interchange improvements were pravided on January 17, 2005. We did not
have sufficient time to confirm the cstimates.

o A major assumption used in the TIAR was to designate the commercial land use as Shopping
Center for the purpose of trip generation rates. Shopping Centers havc an inherently lower irip
gencration rate than would be found with the individval commercial uses typically found in a
Shopping Center. The ITE trip generation handbook lists the typical developments found in the
Shopping Centers that were used in thelr surveys to develop tho trip generation rates. We note
that the first permitted usc listed in the Specific Plan (page 3.36, Table 3-7) is for a gas station.
A gas station, as well as several other permiited uses listed in the Specific Plan, arc not
consistent with' the ITE Shopping Center designation. It will be necessary to revise any
approved traffic study if a gas station, or other inconsistent Jand usc, turns out to be the actual
use approved.

e Wo note {hat the site plan we recenfly received from the US Army Corp for a 404 permit
indicates mixed-1se.commercial next to 1.5 and Hooker Creek Road. The DEIR shows this
same parcel as Public. This would represent a significant change in the assumptions used in the
traffic study and a new study would need to be completed to identify tho impacts to the Hlooker
Creck Road interchange. '

s Section 4.12 Public Services and Recreation (DEIR p. 4.12-1), identifies (he role of the
California Highway Patrol (CHF). The impact section docs not address the impacts from the
inoreased traffic volumes that represent a significant increase in the cvening peak hour traffic -
and a daily increass in traffic of over 20,000 vehicles from this project alone over the existing
16,500 daily vehicles,” The DEIR should address how- this impact relatcs to the related increase
in accidents, hazards, and patrol activities expected from the increase in project traffic that will

Calteans Comments Sun City Tehama DE{R 1
February 3, 2006
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be required of the CHP. Mitigation Measure 4.12.8a (DEIR p. 4,12-15), addresses police
prolection services for the Tehama County Sheriff's Depariment but does not address the
increased service needs of the CHP.

e Wire field fencing exists along the I-5 interstate highway right of way frontage. ‘When specific
projects are proposed, the Department will provide additional comments in regard to the
appropriate barrier that should be installed between the development project and the freeway.
The developer will be responsible for replacing the wire fencing with the appropriate barriers or
separations, such as chain link fencing or sound walls. Addittonally, landscaping should be
provided and maintained by the developer/development at interchanges.

V * The Sun City Tchama project is not consistent with, the principles of smart growth. Specifically,

o

o e

the project is.created on undevoloped land that is miles from established communities. The land
usos within the development arc separated, with the commercial and medical in the northeast -
section, and housing off by itself. This type of development must bear. a]] of_the_costs, of
developing the infrastructure necessary to support the new development, instead of building
upon infrastructure that is alrendy in place.

Perfinent Objectives of the Tehama County General Plan Update

co-2 -
Manage development and insure that individual(s) action(s) do ot adversely impact the health,
safety und welfare of the County's citizens

Cominent - Congestion on 1-5 due to development will compromise the safety and welfare of all
that use it, including tho citizens: of Tehama Counly. Significant increases in daily and peak hour
traffic will increase traffic accidents, hazard, and accelerate congestion unless adequately mitigated.

co-3 _
Promote a development pattern which, whenever possible, maximizes the use of existing
infrastructure prior to constructing new infrastructure. Develop a land use paitern which, to the

maximum extent feasible, minimizes the expenditure of public finds for infrastructure construction
and maintenance. .

Conunent - The existing transportation infrastructure.is not sufficient to accommeodate this proposed
development pattern. New transportation infrastructure will be required. If not mitigated, this
devclopment will cost the taxpayers tens of millions of dollars in construction costs, and
immeasurable cost in terms of quality of life, frustration, wasted time, and safety.

CO-4 ' | - *

Designate lands for commercial and indusirial development which are appropriaie for these
purposes and allows opportunities for business and industrial firms. Encourage compact
development contiguous to existing urban centers, discourage linear and leapfrog development
patlerns.

Comment - This proposed development is not near any existing yrhan _center. If it were located
adjacent to Red Bluff, there could be an alternative fransporiation sysiem providing several ways to
nccess tho cities of Rod Bluff or Redding, This project only has access to I-5 crealing a high

Calirans Commenis Sun City Tehama DEIR 2
Tebruary 3, 2006 ' '
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magnitude of concern due ta ils-proposed Jacalign. There arc many access points to Red Bluff, but
only one to Sun City.

CO-5 (T-3) |
Develop a land use pattern which, to the maximum extent feasible, minimizes the expenditure of
public fimds for water, sewer, flood control and road construction and maintenance.

Comsaent - Sun City will require massive amount of public fands if the transportation infrastructure

will rernain viable. People will have t jravel many miles-to.get to and from Sun City.from Apy.
cxisting nrban center.

CO-10
Encourage land use patterns which minimizes travel to jobs and services

Comment - People will have to-travel-many.-miles to get to and from Sun City from any existing
urban center.

4.10 - NOISE:

(DEIR, p. 4.10-12) regarding Modeled Noise levels - It appears the analysis utilized draft data,
Tablo 4.10-5 references the Omni-Means Traffic Report of June 2005, The analysis should be
revised to use the November traffic data and determine whether any changes result. The Traffic

Study projects volumes for mainline I-5 over 100,000 ADT that should be considered in the
‘Fransporlation Noise impacts analysis. This may affect the conclusion stated in Section 4,1043
Cumulative Impacts.

We agres with Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 that states the developer shall be fully responsible for
funding and constructing all necessary noise attenuation measures to reduce exterior and interior
noise levels below the General Plan thresholds. Caltrans will review the detailed acoustical anal ysis
submiited for specific projects for the provision of attenuation measures by the developer such as
sound walls. The State will not ba responsible for any necessary or desircd noise attenwation, duc to
the proximity of the proposed land uses to the State facility. More simply, the State will not be
responsible for building “sound walls” should traffic noise become objectionable.

4.8 - AYDROLOGY:

The DEIR conelndes that no significant drainage or erosion impacts are expectcd to occur since
watcr quality basins and on-site detention facilities are proposed to minimize surface water flows
leaving {he Specific Plan area. These facilities will be part of a larger stormwater quality control
system described in the Specific Plan. Measures discussed in the DEIR to mitigate the poiential
drainage impacts include the usc of detention basins, vegetaled swales, vegetated buffer strips,
construcied wetlands and filters and other similar features be incorporated into the drainage system
(OEIR, p. 3.0-31). ' "

Comrment - Caltzans will review the deiailed drainage reports submitted for individual projects for
the provision of stormwater control and water quality measures by the developer for projeots
adjacent to the State Highway right of way.

Caltrans Comments Svn City Tehama DEIR ‘ . ‘ 3
Februiry 3, 2006 '
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We also offer the following cautionary general comments in regard to hydrology:

e Construction activitics and placement of the new buildings and parking ereas should not
result in any additional surface water (storm water) runoff discharged to the State's highway
right of way or to Caltrans' highway drainage facilities.

« No net increase to the 100-year storm event peak discharge into the State’s highway right of
way or Caltrans® drainage facilities may occur as a result of this project. Further, the
developer must maintain or improve existing drainage patterns and facilities affected by this
project to the satisfaction of the State and Caltrans. This may be accomplished through the
implementation of stormwater management best management practices such as
detention/retention ponds or basing, sub-surface galleries, on-site storage or infiltration
ditches, as appropriate. Once installed, the property owner must properly maintain these
systems., The developer/fowner may be held liable for future damages due to jmpaets for

~ which adeguate mitigation was not undertaken or maintained,

1.0 INTRODUCYION
Page Comment

1.02 e ‘Table 1-1, Caltrans should be added for pepmits and review requirements for any work

“to be done in the State highway ripht of way including improvements to the affected
interchanges, mainline I-5, and utility crossings.

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY,
2.0-10  The document states *The project would generate a total off.@_mdaﬂy_n'ips upon full
development of all the allowed uscs in 2015 that would leave the Specific Plan Area.”

Table 24 of the TIAR shows that the number of “gxternal” trips in the 2015 Project Only
scenario is 30,085, Which number is correct?

413 TRAFRFIC AND CIRCULATION

Caltrans DEIR Traffic Review Summary

During a mecting on August 12, 2005, the County, developer, and Caltrans agrecd that all parties
would agrec on'all of the traffic impacts of the proposed development, prior to the eirculation of the
DEIR. Unfortunately this did not happen and the DEIR was circulated well before all the traffic
jmpacts were adequately determined.

The sequential steps in developing a traffic impact study are: :

1) Detormine the trip generation for each clement of the proposed developmcent.

2) Using the results of 1), develop the trip distribution to and from the development on tho
transporiation network.

3) Using the information from steps 1 and 2, ntilize accepted computer traffic modeling
sofiware to jdentify trapsportation facilities that are significantly jmpacted in numerous
different scenarios. The seenarios reviewed in this study include the following:

» Existing Conditions ‘
= Short Term (2015) plus 50% Approved/Pending No Project Conditions

Cultrans Commeats Sun City Techama DEIR . 4
Fcbruasy 3, 2006
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Short Term (2015) plus Praject Only Conditions ‘

Short Term (2015) plus 50% Approved/Pending pius Project Condilions

Long Term (2025) plus 100% Approved/Pending No Project Conditions

Long Term (2025) plus 100% Approved/Pending plus Project Conditions

4) Determine the transporiation infrastructure required to support the traffic volumes generated
in each of the scenarios (i.e. mitigation). Determine dircot project significant impacts and
the required mitigation and the cumulative significant impacts.

5) Estimate the cost of providing the required transportation jnfrastructure as determined in
step 4. ‘

6)- Determine the project’s direct mitigation and the projects fair share of cumulative
mitigation.

At the time of the DEIR circulation, step 1) had been accomplished, and step 2) was close 1o being
completed. Significant work remained to determine the traffic impacls, as was apgreed, prior to
cirulation of the DEIR. , :

In order to effectively review the information prepared for stcp 3), on December 2, 2005 Caltrans
requesied copics of the electronic software files used to distributc traffic to the surrounding area as
well as the actual files used to gencrate the Level of Service (LOS) output data (Note: Caltrans’
requesied that the electronic software files be submitted with the release of the DEIR in ils March 9,
2005 response to the NOP). Only tlic computer output files were incorporated in the TTAR, There is
no reasonable way to verify, using only the tables and figures provided in the TIAR, that the
analysis of the project and surrounding development applies the correct volumes from the trip
generation calenlations and distributes them appropriately. The Traffix Software input files are
critical in verifying how the trips are distributed to the system. . Distribution crrors and/or poot
assumptions can dramatically affect the resulting impacts to roadway segments and interscctions.
Caltrans finally received some of the electronic input files on December 20, 2005 and the remainder
of the files on January 4, 2006. However, scveral of the electronic files reccived in early January
were corrupled and could not be opened.

‘The remaining working days unlil the DEIR comments were duc, was insufficient to completely
review step 3), much less all the remaining clcments of the TJAR. It is worth mentioning that the
consultant look over a year to develop the study. Based on the study provided and the limiled
review period, Caltrans does not agree that the data provided to date is adequate to determine the
project impacts and assess the proposed mitigations to accommodate Lhe anticipated traffic volumes.

Subgequent Approvals

Tn order to construct the required mitigation measurcs within the interstate right of way, a Project
Study Report (PSR) must be prepared and approved by Caltrans and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA). Since the improvements will occur, on an interstate, Natjonal
Envirommental Policy Act (NEPA) requircments apply and NEPA clearance will be required.
Before Caltrang can approve a PSR, and FHWA will approve a NEPA document, a {horough
evaluation of the traffic impacts and the adequacy of the identified improvements to accommaodate
projected traffic volumes must be completed. Since the traffic portion of the DEIR ig incomplete
and faulty, we are unable to determine exactly what kind of improvements will handle the
developmont’s traffic volumes. It's quite possible the facilities nceded to accommodate the
projected traffic volumes will be larger (thus more expensive and may require more right of way)
than those proposed in the DEIR. 1f this happens, the County will be responsible for the

Caltrans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR 5
February 3, 2006 :



JUL-05-2006 WED 03:40 P} SIERRA RESEARCH FAX NO. 916 431 6661 P, 08

construction of those larger facilities and presumably require the developer to finance thesc more
expensive facilities. This is a high risk sitnation for all parties.

All parties benefit if a thorough review and acceptance of the traffic impact study oceurs during (or
prior to) circulation of the DEIR. The County and the developer would be in a much better position
knowing that Caitrans and FHWA are in agroement with the proposed improvements to facilities
within the interstate right of way. Having Caltrans and FEWA’s preliminary concurrence allows the
County and developer to accurately estimate and incorporate the financial implications of those

improvements on the project. Tt is unfortunate this critical step was not accomplished during (or
prior to) the DEIR review period.

Lack of an Alternate Trangportation Network/System

Due to the lack of a transportation network in this part of the County, the only viable access for
development in the project arca is I-5. The local road network is very limited, placing an undue
burdon on the one and only transportation facility. Without a viable local road network, motorists
have no choice but to use (he freeway to travel, even if it mcans entering the frecway at one
interchange and exiting at the next. Even in the inadequate form submitted, the Sun City traffic
study has shown that I-5 does not have “unlimited capacity” to absorb arca development. It is
imporlant (hat the County make good land use decisions if it intends to continuc promoting growth
in this region. Developing viable alternative transportation facilities is essential.

Approved/Pending Projects

Per discussions with the County, the TIAR includes three approved or pending projects and four
developments that are still in the discussion stage without formal applications that are considered
for the 20-year planning horizon. The result is that on top of the proposed Sun City development,
the study considers 4,700 single-farnily homes, 40 acres commercial, two 8-pump gas station/mini
marts, several restanrants, 80-room hotel, and a 125-gpace RV park being built in the next 20 years.
The County requested these projects be assumed in the cumvlative analysis. The rcason was to
assure the Sunsct Hills Interchange would be appropriately sized to accommodate potential General
Plan full build out inclading projects not yet approved or pending, This is sound planning on the
County's part for maximurn irpact assessment for the interchange,

Caltrans does not agree that the entire TIAR be based on speculative projects that have no pending
applications or require land use change approvals (General Plan amendments, zone changes,
subdivision maps). Potential problems that can occur with this assurnption is that future roads
{particularly Floyd Lane) arc assumed to be built by these speculative developments, but may never
occur. If the facilities tled to speculative development are not constructed, the traffic gencrated
from the Sun City and approved/pending projects will use other routes, primarily 1-5. Therefore,
the basic traffic distribution assumptions in the TIAR would not be valid. This may create more
significant impacts than disclosed in the DEIR and could substantially alter the operation of the
interchanpe(s) to the point they fail under this scenario. :

Another issue with assuming additional traffic from speculative projects is the impact it has on the
fair share enalysis. An example is the DEIR’s calculation of Sun City’s fair share of the required
interchange modifications. Sunset Hills Interchanpe scrves as the primary aceess to I-5 for the Sun
City development. If the speculative projects are ncver constructed, the traffic impacts from the
Sun City project (by itsclf) require significant improvements to the interchange. However, the

Cnlrans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR 6
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DEIR fair share calculation for the Sun City's proportional share of the new interchange (assuming
full buildout of all approved/pending and speculative projects) is only 43% (pg 110 TIAR),
However, this may bo a non-issue for the County and Caltrans if the developer dgrees with the
mitigation measurs making the developer wholly responsible for constructing the improvements
needed to accornmodate the project with reimbursement from fiture projects, if they occur.  To
assess these concerns from another perspective that may reflect more realistic growth, Callrans
requosts a 2015 (project only) volume/LOS analysis, 2025 volume/LOS analysis and the fair share
calenlation be based on only the approved/pending projects, and not the speculative projgcts. This
information needs to be incorporated into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound
decision making purposes rather than discusscd in the appendices.

Furthermore, by assuming the extensive buildout of the local area, the pumber of external trips from
the Sun City development (and approved/pending/speculative projects) that reach 1-5 are reduced
substantially. This is due to the internal trip matching reductions that are applied ta the total trips as
a way to account for the local arca commercial-residential interaction. These reductions were
applied to the Sun City project, approved/pending projects, and the speculative projects. If a more
realistic forecast of local area growth was studied, the amount of local area absorption would be
lessened and result in an increase in the number of extemal trips distributed to 1-3.

Mitigation

We request that the County meet with Caltrans to develop the mitigation measures necessary 1o
address the project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project on I-5. Caltrans requests that the
project be required to pay and construct all direct project specific impacts and a proportionate share
of cumulative impacts toward 1-5 improvements consistent with CEQA, Feasible mitigation
measures can be accomplished in several forms as cither direct mitigation (comstruction of
improvements by the developer on I-5), miligation funding for strategic jmprovemcents to the
Interstate for (hose areas significantly impacted by the project, or mitigation funding agreed upon in
the terms of a Developer Agreement. '

The DEIR states that the applicant proposes to pay a regional fraffic jpact fee negotiated between
the County and the devoloper to contribute toward the cost of improving regional facilities,
including the I-5 Freeway mainline and freeway 7amp segmonts. It bas not been demonstrated to
the satisfaction of Caltrans (hat tho mitigation funding to address I-5 impacts is adequately incuded
or addrossed or that it is infeasible. No draft development agrecment has been presented identifying
the specific limits of Improvements to I-5 to mitigaic project-direct jmpacts nor the project’s
proportionate fair shate for cumulative impacts foward [-5 mainline improvements. Caltrans cannot
accopt & vague, fulure agrcement as an adequate mitigation measure or 2 mitigation measure
described as, “add one northbound and one southbound lanc throughout the entire project study
‘area” without agreeing on the proportionate share jmpacts or the Limits of the project study
(Mitigation Meesure 4.13-15, DEIR p. 4.13-54). The development agrecment should be available
for review and comment by Caltrans, the public, and the décision mekers. -

Since the estimated timeline to buildout Sun City is cight years per the DEIR, the Short Term
(2015) Plus Project Only scenario reproscnts direct impacts the project has on the transportation
infrastructure. The project-dircct impacts are eritical for identifying what miligative improvements
the project will be responsible for providing and constructing before project build out. The DEIR
should discuss project-direct impacts, and appropriate mitigations for the Hooker Creek, Sunset
Hills, and Bowman Road interchanpes and mainline I-5. '

Caltruns Cormments Sun City Tchama DEIR 7
Febriary 3, 2006 ‘

10



JUL-05-2008 WED 0341 PM SIERRA RESEARCH FAX NO. 818 431 6661 P

The project’s divect significant impacts to I-5 extend beyond the original study area as indicated in
Tablo 52 of the TIAR, The cntire linits of the project-direct significant impacts should be defined
and quantified. As described in Table 52, the project attracts and generates traffic affecting the 15
cotridor between tho cities of Redding and Red Bluff. More specifically, as described in Table 52,
between the Oasis Road interchange and the Diamond/South Red Bluff interchange. This
information needs to be incorporated into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound
decision making purposes rather than discussed in the appendices. Project-direct significant impact
mitigations should be primarily the responsibility of this development and occur prior to its
buildout. o :

The TIAR identifies cumulative impacts to the transportation infrastructure in the Long Torm
{2025) Plus Project conditions. Table 50 identifies five 1-5 segments (hat falt beyond the *ousp of

1

.08 *C/D' threshold of significance. However, the study does not identify what improvements '

are necessary to address these deficiencies. This information needs to be incorporated into the body
of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound decision making purposes rather than discussed in the
appendices. Instead, the TIAR states that, “it is expected that over the next 20 years, Caltrans will
program fitnding for the cost of the projected improvements required....” . Furthermore, the study
assumes the County may contribute up to 10% of the total cost of a mainline expansion project. Of
the Counly’s 10% share, the TIAR determincs that this project is responsible for approximately
23%. The TIAR docs not include any supporting calculations for (bis percentage.

Stale and Federal funding is limited; therefore, we do not agree that Caltrans has the responsibility
to modify the interstate to mitigato project impacts required to accommodate development related
impacts, Caltrans does provide, as funding allows, improvements needed to maintain the existing
intersiate facilities, Additionally, Caltrans does not agree that the County is only responsible for
10% of those improvements needed to miligate impacts from development, or that this project is
only responsible to pay its fair share of the assumed County share. This methadology docs not
adequately mitigate the project’s impacts to mainline I-5.

Similar to the above analysis, a Mainline Cost Contribution Worksheet, dated November 17, 2005,
was prepared by (he consultant and submitted to the County sometime in mid-November., Caltrans
received a copy of the worksheet on December 15, 2005. The worksheet was not included in the
DEIR. ‘The worksheet uscs the seme trip loss distribution percentages that wero agrced upon in
consultation with Caltrans and used in Table 52 of the TIAR to determine the project’s share of
mainline improvements. Rather than basing the project’s share on PM peak hour volumes, the
worksheet uses average daily trips (ADT). The 2025 volumes (without project traffic) listed in the
spreadshect are significantly higher than the historic growth on I-5. For example, the ADT at the
‘Cypress Avenue interchange grows from 67,000 to 181,000 over the 20-year period. This is a
170% increase in traffic volumes. Historic growih would yicld 94,500 ADT. Using the inflated
mainline prowth dramatically reduces the project’s proportional share. The project’s contribution
for mainline improvements should be based on realistic growth projections for PM peak houx
volumes, the irip loss distribution percentages, and the ultimate mainline I-5 improvements needed
for the 2025 cumulative conditions. Using 40% for background growth on I-5 over 20 years and
then"adding the project traffic volumes would be more realistic, The TIAR needs to determine the
requived improvements to mainline 1-5 for the 2025 conditions and the project’s proportionate
share, including the calculations. Once this analysis is completed and agreed upon, this information
necds to be incorporated into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound decision making
purposes rather than discussed in the appendices. ‘

Culfmns Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR : ) ' _ 8
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Sensitivity Analysis

The TIAR includes 2 sensitivity analysis as requested by Calirans. The DEIR also includes this
discussion identifying that 14,000 additional daily trips and 350 AM and 1800 PM additional peak
hour trips would occur by analyzing the commercial area into four individual shopping centers
" (DEIR, p. 4.13-37). The reason for this analysis is due to the concern from Caltrans that the study
could be underestimating the potential traffic generation, and thus impacts, of the proposed
commercial portion of the projset. The project is proposing to develop 59 acres for gencral
commercial uses. The Land Use Map shows the commercial acreage divided into four parcels. The
TIAR estimates that tho four parcels will accommodate a total of 643,000 square feet (or 643 KSF)
of commercial foolage, Since spccific commercial components are unknown at this stage of
development, the study combines the four parcels together and calculates the trip generation as
though it will operatc as a single large 643 KSF shopping center. It has been argued by the
consultant that this methodology is justified because the four commercial parcels will essentially
funclion as a single commercial “power center” for northern Tchama County, In other words,
because of the rural nature of this arca and the size/vanety of commercial uses, people are less
likely to make repeat trips to the site,

The result is a very low-cnd cstimete of potential impacts, Using information contained in the
“Institute of Transportation Engingers (JTE) Trip Generation - 7% Edition,” to determine the trip
peneration for a single 643 KSF shopping center, yields a substantially lower trip generation rate
per square foot than four smaller shopping centers. As noted in the TIAR sensitivily analysis,
breaking the 643 KSF comumercial area into four individual shopping centers (same as the number
of parcels on the Land Use Map) sized 161 KSF cach, increases the estimated trip generation by
14,210 trips a day (more ihan a 62% increase above the numbers used in the TIAR), Another
example is comparing the Sun City commercial to the two approved/pending 20-acre commercial
developments on (he east sido of I-5. Here are the numbers from the TIAR:

SHOPPING CENTER COMPARISON

¥ e 57 S City Commeteial W TWo'20:acre App:/PEAd: Coinmettial !
L g e T B T S TR st A [ e S St Sy “"”i-i{f*}.}*?x*:-ﬁ-’&:-f.w;-‘. kN
L M SRR TE (N St "-’."Icper D-E'-I-K)‘ M [ st BT T 'l;.‘fr.(pei:' DF; e e R
SACTeAgS Wit L 59 40

SmiareFogtagé il 643 KSF 420 KSF
Daijly Trip Raté."): 22,754 21,999

Difference ‘ 755 trips per day

As shown In the table, even though the Sun City shopping center commercial is 53% larger than the
combined shopping centers of the approved/pending commercial sites, the Sun City site only
gencrates 3.4% more trips. The nse of these lower trip generation rates in the DEIR may lead to
significantly understating the actual number of trips generated by the commercial portion of the Sun
Cily development and possibly undersizing the needed miligation.

Measure 4.13-3 in the DEIR, limits the amount of commercial development to 232 KSF without &
revised traffic study, At that point, the DEIR sugpests a determination would be made if further
commercial development will create impacts substantially greater than identified in the TIAR. If so,
additional mitigation measures will be necessary, What thosc mitigations will be and when
implemented should be stated.

Caltruns Comments Sug City Tehawa DEIR, - 9
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Mitigation Mcasure 4.13-3 has scveral drawbacks. First, if the initial 232 KSF of commercial
development generates more trips than anticipated in the EIR, it potentially places the County in a
very difficult situation of having to deny further commercial development on commercially zoned
propertics. A better option would be to provide a “maximum commercial zone™ based on the ITS
trip goneration rates. Then if traffic volumes are shown to be lower than prejected in the EIR, the
County could comfortably allow a commercial development up to the amount currently proposed.

Sccondly, a much more detailed traffic-monitoring plan is needed to accurately define the tripger
points at which the traffic volumes are measured, and where they are measured. If, for instance, the
initial 232 XSF of commercial development is low trip gencrating, the future study could potentially
allow an additional 411 KSF of undefined commercial development (similar to the original 643
XSF stuted in the DEIR). This could be a problem if the remaining 411 KSF of commercial
property tums out to have very high trlp generation characteristics. Then, the overall buildout of the
commercial property could exceed the capacity of the transportation infrastructure.

Another oplion would be to zone the property for a lower trip generating use, with the opportunity
to rezone to commercial if the traffic monitoring reflects that traffic volumes are below anticipated
and remaining capacity exisis for a specific commercial project.

Considering the potential problems described above, Caltrans requests to be a party to working out
the dctails of a traffic monitoring plan.
Pape:
4.13.23 DEIR states in rcference to cumulative conditions, three “probable futuro projects,”
' however, “no applications are on file for the probable future projects . ., nor is therc any
specific time frame identified when these projects might be built, if at all.”
Comments - | '
s The TIAR DOES give a timeframe by assuming that the projects will be half built by
2015 and 100% buile by 2025. The three “probable” projects are: two 20-acre
commercial developments east of I-5, 1,500 units north of Sun City (Morgan), and 900
units east of I-5 between Hooker Creek and Sunset Hills.
» This statement in the DEIR is inconsistent with the TIAR. The DEIR states that {here
are four approved and thrce probable, The TIAR (p. 26) states that there are three
approved/pending and four probable.

4.13-26 Significance Thresholds states, “Consistent with these County and Caltrans policies, LOS
: C is used in thig analysis as the general threshold for acceptable operating conditions for
typical weekend AM and PM peak hour periods for intersections and roadways
maintained by the County snd LOS D is used as the general threshold for weekend days.”
Comment — The Department’s understanding is that the County (not Caltrans) will accept
LOS D on a Saturday at interchange terminal intersection(s) as long as queuses do not

jmpact mainline.

. 13

413-28 States, “Because the Bowman/I-5 ramp infersections currently operate below the desired

1,08 C threshold, and the LOS will be impacled to a greater degree by wraffic from related
projects, the impact of the projeet on the Bowman Road/I-5 ramp intersections is
considered a significant cumulative impact but not a significant project impact.”
Comment - For Hxisting Conditions in the AM peek hour, the northbound (NI3) ramps
operate at LOS F with 64.8 seconds of delay. In the 2015 Plus Project Only scenario, that

Claltrans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR - 10
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4:13'
33,39

4.13-34

4.13-44

same intersection still operates at LOS F, but with 266.4 seconds of delay (Same type of
data exists for the PM and Saturday peaks). Although the LOS does not change, the delay
chanpes significanily due to the project. Substantiate why a 201.6 second increase in
delay is not a significant project impact.

Figure 4.13-7 “External Intersection Volumes — Full Project Development” and Figure
4.13-9 “Intersection Volumes (2025) — No Project” shows {he same volume information.
Comments — Since the volumes cannot be the same, we believe this is an error, Why ars
the figure descriptions different than the corresponding figures in the TIAR? The
inconsistency of the labeling convention between the DEIR and the TIAR adds to the
confision of understanding the study,

The tables in this chapter (Table 4.13-16 Full Project Build out 2015) are reflective of
only the 2015 plus Project condition, They are not Project plus Approved/Pending. The
inconsistency of the labeling convention between the DEIR and the TIAR adds to the
confusion of understanding the study.

DEIR Table 4.13-14 on page 4.13-34 in the ADT for Bowman Road - west of I-5 SB
ramps - says ADT is 12,4000. '
Comment - Did they mean 12,4007

Under the 2025 Cumulative Conditions, I-5 is projected to operate at an unacceptable
LOS during at least one peak hour period with the existing four-lane configuration. The
DETR states, “Emplementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-15 would mitigate potential
cumulalive Impacts on the freeway to Jess than significant levels.” Mitigation Measure
4,13-15 proposes to “add ene northbound and one southbound lane throughout the entire
project study area.™ ' -

- Comunents -

It is apparent the impacts from (he cumulative conditions extend well beyond the project
study area. As a disclosure document to inform the public and the decision-makers of the
cxtent of the project’s impacts, egplain why this section of the DEIR does not address
mainline impacis beyond the study arca. Once this information is provided, this
information needs to be incorporated into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and
sonnd docision making purposes rather than discussed in the appendices.

The siatement that this mitigation would “mitigate potential cumulative impacts on the
freeway to less than sipnificant levels” is inconsistent with traffic study which concludes
that even with an additional lane in both dircctions on 1.5, the “segrhenls of I-5 north of
Sunset Hills Road are projected to operate at LOS “D™ or worse on a peak hour basis.”
Table 50 of the TIAR (pg. 115) shows several segments that will not achicve an
acceptable LOS with this mitigation. Please explain.

This mitigation measure does not address the project’s significant impact. Once this
information is provided, it should be incorporated into the body of the DEIR for both
disclosure and sound decision making purposes rather than discussed in the appendices,

Caltrans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR, ' 11
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4.13-47

4.13-49

. 4.13-50

p.2~4

APPENDIX 4.13 TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANAL VSIS RE]_?ORT Ti

DEI.R Mitigation Measure 4,13-1a on page 4.13-47.

Comment - Suggest changing the wording from "issuance of occupancy permits” to

“ssuance of building permits” and change the "smgle—la.ne roundabout interseclions” to
"appropriate miiigation that will handle the increase in traffic which may include
conventional intersections and traffic signals." While we do not object to the use of
roundabouts where they are appropriate, the traffic study that supports this DEIR is
insufficient to determine that roundabouts are an appropriate mitigation for the traffic
impacts. Caltrans will look forward to working with the developer and the County to
properly identify and implement sufficient mitigation.

States that, "This safety advantage has been attributed to the slower traffic speeds entering
and traveling through a roundabout, and the division of the pedoestrian crossing into two
stages, from the sidewalk out to the island in the middle of the roundabout, and then from
the island to the sidewa

Comment - Pedestrians are never allowed to cross into the center of a roundabout. As
stated previously, Caltrans will consider the use of roundabouts as an appropriate
miligation measuro at this location, but does not have enough information in this DEIR or

appendices to make that determination. The usc of traffic signals as a mitigation option
will also be considered.

States, "Al this time, nelther the California Department of Transportation or the County of
Tehama has prepared plans, developed a budget or formulated a program (o fund
improvements to the [-5 Freeway in the vicinify of the Specific Plan Ares."

Comment - There are plans in place to make Improvements to sections of I-5 that are
currently in need of them. However, it is true that there are no prepared plans or budget
program in place to handle the mitigation measures that will be needed for the Sun City
Tchama specific plan area because until this project was proposed, no improvements were
needed, and specifically what those improvements will be should be determined through

. the EIR process. Unfortunately, the traffic portion of the DEIR contains many

inconsistencies and is inadequate for sound decision-making to be able to determine
exactly what the project specific impacts or the cumulative 1mpacts will be to I;5asa
result of this project.

Comment
“The proposed project entails the construction of 3 475 agc-rcstnctcd single-family
dwelling units, 250 non-age-restricted single-family dwelling vmits, .
Comment - This is inconsistent with the rest of the document, wh.wh hsts 225 non-ape-
restricted single-family dwelling units.

“Without off-site development traffic volumes from Sunset Hills Road east of [-5, the
Sunset Hills Road interchange has adequate capacity to allow for the construction of
approximately 650 EDU based on 2 LOS standard of “C" threshold.”

Comment - This basically conecludes Sun City can develop 650 EDU’s without impacting
the interchange. According to Tsble ES-1, this would occur by year 3. Yowever, that
does not assume any other buildout in the area or construction traffic. Table ES-2
“Recommended Improvement Summary” shows the need for at least roundabouts by the
year 2015. However, that table is not 2 detcnnmatmn of WHEN thosc improvements aro

Caltrans Commentr. Sun City Tehama DEIR ' S 1)
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p.3

P-4

p. 11
.p. 18

p. 18

p. 23

p. 235

truly necded, instead it's an evaluation of the facilities needed at the year 2015. Please
clarify these statements/tables and discuss the implications of construction traffic. Once
this information is clarified it needs to be incorporated into the body of the DEIR for both
disclosure and sound decision making purposes rather than discussed in the appendices.

Comment - Imprevements to the Bowman Road interchange are listed, but the project’s
contribution is mot listed here. Identify project’s coniribution to Bowman Road
intcrchange improvements, Once this information is clarified it needs to be incorporated
into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound decision meking purposes rather
than disocussed in the appendices.

Comment - Table ES-2 or reference to another table needs to jnclude recommended
improvements for mainline I-5. Once this information is clarified it necds to be
incorporaicd into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound decision making
purposes rather than discussed in the appendices. '

Comment - Caltrans layout sheets with aerial images are uscd as basc maps on numerous
figures in (he TIAR — Caltrans did not authorize this use, All references to Caltrans need
to be removed from the layouts to eliminate confusion.

Comuent - Floyd Lanc is not an existing public facility. It should be identified as &

private road.

Commient — The Department’s understanding is that the County will aceept LOSDona
Saturday at interchangc terminal intersection(s) as long as queues do not impact mainline.

Comment - The document does not specifically discuss how the level of service of a
roundabout is determined. Table 1 shows the level of service criteria for inlersections
with various control types. Roundabouts should be included in this table or in a separate
table.

Table 7 (and corresponding tables throughout the TIAR):

Comment - the I-5 southbound, north of Sunset Hills Road interchange segment is
analyzed as a 3-lanc facility for the entirc scgment. The third Jane 15 a truck climbing lane
from ' (he southbonnd truck scales that ends north of the Sumset Hill interchange.
Analyzing the full segment as a 3-lano facility yields inaccurate L.OS results.  This
scgment should be analyzed as a 2-Jane facility or broken into three segments reflecting
tho 2-lane segment portions north of the scales and south of the scales and the partial 3-
lane scpment. A weave/merge analysis from the cnd of the truck-climbing lane 1o the
Sunset Hill Road interchange should also be done.

“Included in the Appendix is the T raffix tip distribution output for the Short Term and
Long Term scenarios with and without the proposed project”
Cormment - Here's a list of the Traffix files that were inchaded;
« 2015 Plus % Local Dev, Mimus Project — AM, PM
2015 Plus % Local Dev Plus Project — AM, PM, SAT
2015 Project Only — AM, SAT ’
2025 Plus Local Dev, Minus Project — AM, PM
2025 Full Build-out - AM, PM, SAT

i
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p. 30
p. 31

p. 32

43,44

p- 55

The 2015 Project Only PM is not included in the Appendix.
Comment - The column {otals for the Saturday Peak Hour Trips are incorrect,

Table 11 “Approved/Pending Project Local Area Trip Capture — Commercial”

Comment - the “mainline diverted trip reduction” should be based on the number of
commercial trips AFTER subtracting out the locally captured trips.

A mainline diverted trip reduction of 19% is higher than Caltrans allows without
substantiating evidence, During an earlier consultation with Caltrans, the traffic
consultant was asked to use a lower percentage. The reference to the ITE handbook is
yague at best. Data is included in the ITE handbook regarding pass-by percentages for
Shopping Centers, However, the data is subject to scrutiny due to a low correlation factor
of 0.37, Please provide substantiating justification to support the higher pass-by rates for
this project, o

“Trip distribution for the approved/pending projects has been estimated based upon
previous traffic impact study projects (Approved/Pending Project 2), existing traffic flaw
patterns, ...."

Comment — The referenced traffic study is not iucluded in the appendix of the DEIR.
Plcase provide the referenced traffic study.

Comment - The methodology for using the Shasta County Travel Demand Mode] is
incorrect. Raw model outputs for the year 2025 are being comparcd to existing volumes
to determine a growth rate. The correct use of the model is to compare raw model outputs
for the year 2025 with raw model outputs for the year 2005 to detcrmine a growth rate,

Table 21 “Project Local Area Trip Capturé — Commercial”

Comnment - The “mainline diverted trip reduction” should be bascd on the number of
commercial trips AFTER subtracting out the locally captured trips.

A mainline diverted trip reduction of 19% is higher than Caltrans allows without
substantiating evidence. During an eatlier consultation with Caltrans, the traffic

- consultant was asked to use a lower percentage. The reference to the TTE handbook is

p.- 94

p. 96

vague at best. Data is included in the ITE handbook regarding pass-by percentages for
Shopping Centers. However, the data is subject to scruliny due to a low comclation factor
of 0.37. Please provide substantiating justification to supporl the highcr pass-by rates for
this project. : '

Comment - Item 4 proposes a traffio signal to address the LOS “F” at the Bowman
Road/I-5 NB off-ramp, cven though the traffic study reports that it does not meet the peak
hour warrant. A traffic signal may not be eppropriate mitigation if the inlersection does
not meet signal warrants or the peak hour signal warrant per MUTCD. Describe how 2
traffic signal would correct the deficiency or discuss ofher improvemenits that can corrcct
the deficient facility, .

Comment - Item 4 proposes a teaffic signal at the Bowman Road/NB I-5 off-ramp, but
does not specify whether the peak hour signal warrant has been mel. Same comment as
previous comment (p. 94),

Caliruns Comments Sun City Tehama DETR _ 14
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p.97,
104

p. 106

p. 114

p. 118

Tables 43 and 46

Comment — Provide verification that the peak hour signal warrant has been met for
proposed sipnalized intersections identified in the table. A traffic sipnal may not be
appropriate mitigation if the Intersection does not meet signal warrants, Describe how a
traffic sipnal would correct the deficiency or discuss other improvements that can correct
the deficient facility.

Table 48

Comment - the table shows 5 ﬁ'eeway morge/diverge locations that will experience an
LOS D (density ranges from 28.4-32,6 pc/mi/ln) during the PM peak hour. All of these
locatlons fall beyond the “cusp of 1LOS 'C/D’ (28.0 pe/mi/ln)”, but tho study indicates this
is an acceptable density “...consistent with Caltrans standards...”

Comment -~ This comment is not correct. The LOS at these 5 locations is not accepiable
per Caltrans TIS Guidelinos and fall beyond the “cusp of LOS “C/D’ threshold of
significance. Therefore, the study needs to identify mitigative improvements to address
the deficiencies.

Table 49 “Long Term Plus Project Conditions: Mitigated Intersection Levels-of-Serviee”
lists several intersections under the “Signal Opiion” as having a “Control Type" as either
a two-way or all-way stop control instead of a signal.

Comment - Is this an error? Please explain what was actually anaiyzed

The “Signal Option” shows three intersections that fall under the jurisdiction of the State
{hat operate at a LOS D during the Saturday Peak Hour. The Department’s understanding
is that the County will accept LOS D on a Saturday at interchange terminal intersection(s)
as long as quenes da not impact mainline.

The Roundabout Option that includes 2 lane youndabouts and free righls at the Sunset
Hills interchange shows. that the southbound (SB) ramps inlersection would operale at
L.OS C wilh 34.8 seconds of delay during the Saturday peak hour. However, at a different
intersection with a 1 lane roundabout configuration, 32.1 scconds of delay ig shown as
operating at LOS D, Please define the LOS criteria for roundabouts, Please provide
copics of the electronic Rode] files for this analysis.

Freeway Mainline Segments — Outside Original Study Area

Comment - The study emoneously states that the “residential and commercial trip
distribution was submitted by Caltrans.” A more accurate statement would be to restate
the paragraph on page 58 of the study that discusses the consultation that occurred with
Caltrans 1o develop the trip distributions.

'Table 52 needs to list the volume of commercial and residential trips distributed to each
interchange.

The headers for Table 52 are incorrect. - Instead of “Project Daily Trip Losscs at Lach
Interthange” it should state “Project Daily Mainline I-5 Trips.”

The Residential trips and Commercial trips columns appear to be reverscd.

Algo stales, *Using the trip loss distribution listed above and preliminary traffic volume
forecasts along the 1-5 corridor ...."

Calirans Cornments Sun City Tc‘.‘-h‘ll'l'.la DEIR | 15
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Comment - It's unclear what traffic volume forecasts are being used for the comparison.

What are the initial project volumes associated with Commercial and Residential that are

being reduced at each mterchange?

1t is unclear whether 8,041 commercial trips at the Bowman interchange represents the
traffic south of the interchange or north of the intercliange (same comment for all of the

interchanges).

Below Table 52, the text summarizes the table by saying that “...9% of the local corridor
growth and 6% of the total corridor growth” is atiributed to the project. The study does
not define the limits of the “local arca™ and no supporting calculations are provided to
verify the percentapes stated. Please define the limits of the local area and supporiing

calculations for the percentages provided.

I3ased on the data presented in Table 52 and Table 24, the following
project volumes occurring at the listed interchanges. These interchanges currently have
operational issues during at least one peak hour period. These impacls are unidentificd
and unmitigated in the DEIR. Once this information is clarified it needs to be incorporated
into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound decision making purposes rather

than discussed in the appendices.

table shows the daily

19

PROJECT VOLUMES AT THE 2004 ADT AT THE
PROJECT DISTRIBUTION INTERCIHANGE INTERCHANGE
INTERCHANGE COMM RES COMM |RES TOTAL [NB OFF |SB ON |TOTAL
Hilltop 7% 15% 9214 1,571} 2491 9,800 | 6,000 | 15,800
“|Cypress 7% 20% 021 2,094 3015 6,600 6,600 | 13,200
5. Bonneyview 7% 521 - 921 5,700 5,700 | 11,400
Gas Point 14% 1%) 1,842 105 1,946 1,900 2,550 4,450

p. 120 Tho TIAR states, “Assuming project development phasing and the reduced trip generation
characteristics of “Active Adult Communities,” the EDU threshold for LOS “C” allows

for development to year 4, ..."

Comment - Please provide the analysis that supports that statement.

FAIR SHARE CALCULATION

Pape Comment A ,

p.108-  Comment -- The TIAR offers little insight into how the fair share percent was calculated.
113 - Based on an email that Caltrans received from Omni Means dated Docember 23, 2005 and

additional data on January 17, 2006, the fair share percentage was calcnlated feom Figure
13 (Project Only Volumes), Figure 21 (Long Term Plus Project Intersections), and Figure
22 (Long Tenm Plus Project Freeway and Ramps). :

The Long Term Plus Project section describes Caltrans fair sharo methodology, and
provides the project’s resulting fair share percentage for cach mitigation clement
(cxample: 7% for Bowman Road interchange improvements). However, the supporling
numbers and calculations nsed to get those percentages are not provided in the siudy,
* This information is required for verification purposes.

Cuitrans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR
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Tt appears the PM peak hour was used to caloulate the project's fair share. Provide
supporting calculations for determining the project’s fair share,

Figure 13 (Project Only Volumes) does not take into account the interaction of the trips at
the interchange with the Approved/Pending Frojccts during the full bufld out condition.
The methodology that should be used to determine the project’s fair share is as follows:

Figure 21 (Long Term Plus Project Intersections) shows the volumes in the cumulative

conditions. Provide a supplemental diagram thet shows the Project Only volumes during
the cumulative condition, :

Use the Caltrans fair share formula to determine the Project’s fair share percenlage for
cach mitigation element. The Project volumes to be used in that formula should be
derived from the supplemental diagram described in (a) above, Cumulative volumes
should be derived from Figure 21, and Existing Volumes should be derived from Figure
13.

The Project volumes have a bigger impact during the Saturday peak hour. The fair share
calculation should be based on the Saturday volumes. The difference in percents is 53%
proporijonate share (using the methodology described in (b) above) versus 50%
proporticnate share (using the methodology found in the TIAR).

Once this information is clarified and provided it needs to be incorporated inte the body
of the DEIR for both disclosuro and sound decision meking purposes rather than
discussed in the appendices. '

- OTHER INCONSISTENCIES WITHIN THE TRAFEIC STUDY

#1° Refer to Attachment #1, “Comparison of Mainline I-5 Traffic Volumes,” demonstrates the
flaws with the data that is presented in the traffic study. According to the data in the
traffic study, there ave several locations on I-5 whore the “Bxisting” 2004 traffic is
actually higher than the “2015 plus Project” volumes. Pleasc explain.

Also, there are several locations shown where the #2015 plus Project” volumes would
actually be lower than what would be obiained by using the “Existing” 2004 volumes and
adding the background growth to pive 2015 (no project) volumes. Pleasc explain.

According to the methodology described on page 44 of the TIAR, the “Short Term Plus
Approved/Pending Projects” volumes were determined by the following process: Applya
19.59% prowth rate to the exisling 2004 volumes to establish the year 2015 “background”
yolumes. Then add the “spproved project” traffic volumes ta the year 2015 “background”
volumnes, Following this methodology does not yicld the numbers porirayed in the study.
Please explain,

The highlighted volumes in Attachment #1 are given as examples of the deficiencies of
this traffic study. They do not constitute an exhaustive list of errors. It is reasonable to
assume that the olher mainline and ramp volumes and resulting L.OS presented in Tablcs
18, 19, 29, 30, 33, 34, 37, 38, 44, and 45 contain errors that were carrisd forward. A
cursory review of the ramp data raised similar questions regarding the data. Because of
theso fundamental flaws, the results from any analysis would also be flawed. Caltrans is
therefore unable to ascertain whether or not the recommended mitigations would be
sufficient and cannot make sound conclusions from the data provided,

Caltrans Comments Sun City Tebama DETR . 17
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#2

#3

#4

Caltrans chose one scgment of 15 and one scenario to perform an analysis lo detormine
the magnitnde of the errors listed above and clscwhere in our comments. The TIAR
shows the following analysis for the I-5 mainline sogment listed.

PM PEAK HOUR.
# Lanes 2015+ PROTECT ONLY
Vol Denxity LOS

San City TIAR
Freeway Mainline Segment

|-5 58, south of Jellys Fary Road VG 3 1,869 174 B

Caltrans used volumes that were derived from various tables in the document. Changes
were also made to the Highway Capacity analysis to reflect comrected inputs mentioned in
the above comments. A correctod analysis of this segment of I-5 yields the following
outputs: !

<

PMPEAK IIOUR
# Lanes 2015 + PROJECT ONLY
Vol Density 1L.0S

Coltrnns Review
Freewiy Maluline Seginant

[-5 SB, south of J¢llys Fermy Road [/C 2 2,502 27.3 D

The result of all the corrections to the data for {his one segment for this one scenario is
(wo steps down in the level of service. The level of service for this segment would then
need to be considered upacceptable and unmitigated. The potential magnitude of the
arrors in the traffic study demonstrates that the study is flawed and inadequate for either
sound decision-making or a “good faith effort” for CEQA compliance. -

An analysis of the proposcd roundabout mitigation was included in the Appendix. The
analysis was performed using Traffix software. Caltrans does not agree with the usc of
Traffix software for the analysis of a roundabout: The industry standard for the computer
analysis of a roundabout is Rodel. Calfrans expectation for the use of Rodcl is that the
roundabouts be designed at the 50% confidence level, and then checked for capacity at the
85% confidence level. Please verify.

There appears to be an error with the analysis of the “2015 + Approved/Pending +
Project” scenario, The intcrsection tuming movements used for the Traffix analysis do
not match with ihe volumes shown in Fipure 17 of the traffic study. A cursory review of
volumes at other locations/time periods shows similar inconsistencies. Please explain.
Due to the inconsistencies in the data uscd in the Traffix analysis, any resulls from that
analysis arc insufficient for determining the adequacy of the proposed mitigation
MEeABLICS. : '

Tho traffic study does not analyze the impacts that the construction traffic will have to the
{ransportation infrastructure, A full amalysis inchuding supporting documentation and
discussion of phasing of the project is needed. Caltrans has been requesting this data for
the past six months. To date, the information has not been provided.

Cultrans Comiments Sun City Tehama DEIR ) ‘ 18
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#5

#o

#7

18

The traffic study needs to include cos{ estimates for mitigation measures including both
interchanges (which have been provided) and mainline I-5 cost estimates (which have not
been provided) and a financing plan. Once this information is provided, this information
needs to be incorporated into the body of the DEIR for both disclosure and sound decision
muking purpoaes rather than discussed in the appendices.

An analysis of the Saturday Peak Hour needs to be completed for the Short Term Plus
Appraved/Pending and the Long Term No Project scenarios.

Caltrans developed a table similar to Table 52 in the TIAR. However, the volumes differ
(see Attachment #2, “Revised Table 52"). Please provide additional documentation
outlining how Tahle 52 was created.

Caltrans has reéeived differing descriptions from the traffic consultant that prepared the
TIAR on how the mainline 1.5 2025 forecasted volumes were determined:

On page 81 of the TIAR it states that the “Long Term No Project” volumes were
determined by the following process: Apply a 40,14% growth rate to the existing 2004
volumes to establish the year 2025 ‘background” volumes. Then add the “approved
project” traffio volumes to the year 2025 “background” volumes.

At a meeting between the Omni Means, Caltrans, and Tehama County on Yanuary 11,
2006 and then again in a memo from Omni Means dated January 13, 2006, Omni Means
stated that the year 2025 No Project traffic volumes on 1-5 were the “sum of the 40%
background growth and the 20% “local” growth with the oxisting traffic volumes.”

Please provide supporting documentation of how the 1-5 2015 and 2025 background
yolumes were determined. Also, please provide detailed documentation that shows that
those background numbers were applied consistenily throughout the document.

Tn summary, Caltrans comments serve to support our concemns that the information provided to
assess both the project-direct and cumulative traffic impacts js insufficlent to make sound decisions
from the data provided since without agreement on the acfual amount of traffic to be generated it is
not possible to detenmine:

L

Whether the stakeholders, primarily the traveling public, public agencices, and the decision-
makess have been presented the information needed in a manner that allows sound decision
making for transportation facilities. It has been extremely difficult to review the project based
on the inaccuracies, inconsistencies, errors, and disjointed presentation of the information
between the information provided in the body of the DEIR and two appendices. It is apparent
that there is critical decision-making information in the TIAR that has not been presented in a
readily displayed form. This eritical information needs to be presented in the body of the EIR
for sound decision-making.

That the projest traffic scope is adequate. Based on the project’s location between two cities
separatod by 30 miles. It is apparent that the increased traffic volumes from the project will
extend far beyond one interchange to the north and one interchange to the south ofthe projcet.

That the proposed mitigation measures are adequate and complctc.

Caltruns Comments Sun Ciry Tehﬁma DEIR , ) : : : 19
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Whether an undisclosed Development Agreement adequalely addresses mitipation of the
projoct’s proportionate share of State highway impacts to interchanges and I-5 mainline.

Whether the project’s proportionate share toward project-direct and cumulative Geffic
improvements has been adequately addressed.

ERRORS/INCONSISTENCIES FOUND IN THE ELECTRONIC FILES

FREEWAY MAINLINE ANAY VSIS USING HIGHWAY CAPACITY SOFTWARE (HCS)

1

2)
3

4)

3)

Document states that a Peak Hour Factor (PHF) of 0.90 would be used, but the analysis uscd
0,92. Caltrans agrecs with the use of a PHF of 0.92. The TIAR needs to be modified to reflect
what was uscd in the Highway Capacity Software,

Document states that the percent of RVs for mainline is 5%, but the analysis used 2%.

According to the Caltrans published 2004 data, the percent of heavy vehicles in the project area
is 18%. The study used 12%.

Analysis of the southbound sepment from the Bowman interchange to the Sunset Hills
interchanpe assumed 3 lanes. Oanly half of this segment has a third lane for truck climbing, the
rest is 2 lanes. This sepment either needs to be analyzed as 2 lanes for the entire stretch, or
broken into 3 separate segments and analyzed with the actual number of lanes in each segment.

If Free-Flow Speed was “Measured,” as sated in the analysis, please provide documentation of
the field study, Ifnot, the appropriate use of the methodology is to start with a Base Free-Flow
Speed and make the necessary speed adjustments.

FREEWAY RAMPS MERGE/DIVERGE ANALYSIS USING HCS

1)
2)

Document states that a PHF of 0.0 would be used, but the analysis used 0.92.

Document states that the percent of RV for the ramps is 5% and Heavy Vehicles is 10%. The
analysis used 2% and 12%, respectively.

Chltrans Comments Sun City Tebama DEIR 20
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INTERSECTION ANALYSIS USING SYNCHRO
1) The following geometrics were used in the analysis of the Sunsct Hills/SB Ramps intersection:

SB — 2 lefts and 1 frec right"(stbragc
length of 1507)

EB — 2 thrus and 1 free right

WB ~ 2 lefts (storage length of 100)
and ] thru lanc

This is inconsistent with the document
because the document didn't identify -
‘the need for en EB free right,

(The distance to “Floyd” Lane is
indicated as 1,676 feet from the
interchange in the analysis) This
private road cuirently exists closcly
spaced from the interchange. Pleasc
identify whether the distance spacing
is correct.

2) The following geometrics were used in the analysis of the Sunset Hills/NB Ramps intersection:

NB - Single lane approach

L]
L0 ‘ EB - 2 thrus and 2 lefts (300°)
—~H S WB -1 thru and 1 right
= This is inconsistent with the

document because the document
didn't idenlify the nced for two
easibound (EB) through lancs, Also,
the TIAR identified the need for a
westbound (WB) free right, which
wasn’t accounted for in the analysis.

Comments on Proposed Interchange Improvements

1, Bascd on discussions wilh the County and the devcloper, Caltrans expects that the DEIR
will carry both the roundabont and signal options forward as equal alternatives.

2, The document and proposed mitigations do not address the need for pedesﬁ‘ian and bicycle
{acilitics on the interchanges.

3. The DEIR does not propose interchange improvements beyond signalized intersections and
roundabonis 10 address projeoct impacts. Changes to the interchange configuration are

Cultrans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR 21
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4,

7!

improvement alternatives that should be analyzed and included in the DEIR, For example,
an BB Sunsct Hills Drive to NB I-5 loop on-ramp would mitigate the interscction impacts
created from project traffic heading to NB I-5.

Currently, both the Sunset Hills and Hooker Creek interchanges do not have full interchange
lighting. The Sunset Hills project is in the process of installing a single luminaire ta the NB
side of {he Sunsct Hills Interchange. Considering the significant increase in traffic to both

interchanges because of the Sun City project, the developer should be conditioned to provide

full interchange lighting (merge/diverge and terminal intersections). The maint/clectrical
costs associated with. (he terminal interscction lighting (after installation) will be evenly split
between the County and Caltrans. The existing Maintenance Agresment Exhibit A between
the two agencies will be updated {o add the new facilitics.

Per page 120 of the TIAR (Development Thresholds), the study cstimates the project can
build out to year 4 before interchange improvements are required. From Table 55, by the end
of year 4 there will bo 1,650 residential units, 50% of the golf/recreational, and 30% of the
commercially zoned property developed. The study does not address how the proposcd
roundabout intersections are to be constructed while the interchange is operating at the LOS
"C" threshold. The study needs to provide details about the slaging and traflic handling
required to accommodate project of the proposed interchange improvements (at Year 4),

Layouts for signalized intersection options were not included in DETR. Without the Iayouts,
{he following items arc unclear:

+ 'pioposed location of the intersections

» spacing between the intersections

s right of way nceds

Short Term Plus Proiect Only
¢ Rowman Interchange _

» Document states that the signalization of the NB ramps “may"” also drive the need to
signalize the SB ramps. However, based on the data prescnted in Table 43
“Mitigated Intersections LOS” the only analysis that was donc was with signals at all
thrce ramp intersections. '

s  Sunset Hills Interchange

At the NB ramps interscction, the EB approach is shown as a left turn and a shared

left-through Jane, The shared lanc would require the intersection to be operated with
- split phasing and resulting in a less than desirable operation. Caltrans would not be
supportive of that type of lanc configuration. If the EB left tum moves are high

cnough to necessitate two left tum lanes, they should be separate from the through
lane,

Shert Term Plus Approved/Pending Plus Project

 Document doesn’t specifically state if additional lancs are needed on ihe ramps at the
various interchanges studied.

¢ Table 48 shows the “Improved I-5 Remp Level of Service.” However, it doesn’t give
any data for the SB on-ramps for the Jellys Ferry, Hooker Creck, or Sunset Hills
Interchanges. '

Caltyans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR ' _ 22
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» Bascd on the data presented in Table 48, there is a need for an additional lane on the I-5
48 off-ramp at Sunsct Hills. '

9. Lonp Term I'lus Project
» Sunsct Hills Interchange

«  Again, the document does not provide enough details about the proposed chenges to
the interchange for Caltrans to make a comment regarding the sufficiency of the
proposcd imiprovements,

= Tn concept Caltrans agrees with the proposal to realign the NB ramps and construct

 slandard four-way signalized intersections at hoth the SB and NI ramps.

=  In concept Caltrans is not opposed to the roundabout idea, but until a more detailed
analysis is done, including an analysis done with Rodel, sufficiency of the proposed
improvements can't be determined.

= Bascd on the capacity analysis that was done for the signalized intersections, it

" appears that the two ramps would operate near or at capacity during at least one peak
hour period. Caltrans resommends the lane configuration for the overcrossing
include two lanes for eastbound traffic between Floyd Lane and Snively, and two
lancs for the westbound traffic for the same stretch of roadway.

= Information was not provided 1o show the distance between the intersection of the
NB ramps and the SB ramps. Along with the realignment of the NB ramps, the
ultimato design of the interchange should include moving the interscctions fiurther
apart to mitigate for the qucuing interaction that will eccur between closely spaced
intersections. _ .

» Based on the Synchro files that were provided, the WB approach to the SB ramps
has two loft turn pockets with 100 feet of storage, For the ultimate desipn of this
interchange, that length of storage would be considered insufficient. Operationally,
dual Icfts of 100 feet each would be problematic. ‘

¢ Hooker Creek Intcrchange ' : ‘

» Layouts showing the proposed lane configurations for the signal option were not
included. Without the layouts, it is impossible for the proposed configuration to be
determined. Caltrans utilized the Synchro files, which were not included in the
DEIR, to delermine what was being proposed.

» The proposed layout is less than desirable in the ultimate conditions. Caltrans would
expeot the design to be more in line with a more conventional configuration.

Comments on the Proposed Roundabouts

e Caltrans questions the inclusion of a local frontage road — Auction Yard Road — into the
mix of roundabéut traffic at the Sunset Hills NB ramp intersection. Based on an
asscssment of the ulfimate operational needs of that intersection, it is recornmended that
Auction Yard Road be realigned to intersect with Snively Road, as shown in the interim
signalizalion option.

« Considering sight distance requirements of a roundabout and due to the tight
topographical location of the existing Sunset Hills SB ramp intersection, a more detailed
design Jevel analysis will need to be compleled to determine the feasibility of
constructing the ultimate improvements.

e Tnstalldtion of “frec-rights” at a roundabout represent additional conflict points for non-
motorized users. These safety impacts need to be addressed.

Caltrnns Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR 23
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»  Multilasie roundabouts are susceplible to vehicles crossing their intended travel paths
ercating conflicts at a roundabout entry or exit. Path overlap can lcad to higher accident
rates and reduce eapacity at cntrances and exiis. Based on a review of the preliminary
fayouts provided, it appears that there will be a need for additional lanes at various
locations to correct for path overlap. ‘ '

e Quening data nceds to be provided for each approach of the roundabout due to the
potential impacts of traffic backing onto -5 and/or traffic backing into adjacent
intersections.

s The analysis included in the Traffix files did not consider the impact of 10% heavy
vehicles.

¢ Level of service is currently undefined for roundabouts. It is recommended that the
measures of cffectiveness to be identified for roundabouts include: volume to capacity
ratios, quening, and delay.

* A public information campaign to educate {he public on the corrcct way to drive in
roundabouts should be required as a condition of approval for the project and should be
the responsibility of the developer. -

e Caltrans did a cursory review of the volume to capacity ratio for tho following scenarios
using the intersection turning volumes found in the TIAR:

a) 2015+ Project Sunsct Hills Interchange (One lane roundabouts)

e For the SB ramp inlersection, an analysis of the merging impacts of the free right
onto westbonnd Sunget Hills necds to be performed. A preliminary review of the
data shows the potential for operational issues at that location which may necessitate

'~ {he need for an additional lanc. During the Saturday peak hour, the southbound frec
right movemient is operating well below what would be considered acceptable fora
planning-lovel analysis,

e During the Saturday peak hour the eastbound approach is projected to operale
slightly below what would be considered acceptable fora planning-level analysis.

« At the NB ramp intersection, the volume to capacity ratio for the castbound approach
during BOTH the PM peak and the Salurday peak are projected to operate at or
below what would be considered acceptable for a planning-level analysis. It may be
necessary to add an additional lane in the roundabout.

b) 2025+ Project + App/Pending Sunset Hills Interchange (Two-lane roundabouts)
s+ Onpage 110 of the TIAR, the recommended improvements to the interchange
include “free-right tum lanes at the southbound approach of the I-5 SB ramp
, intersection and the eastbound approach of the I-5 NB ramp inlersection.”
Clarification and details are noeded regarding how a free right could be added to the
* eastbound approach of the NB ramp intersection.

s The volume to capacity ratio for the castbound approach at BOTH intersections
exceeds a desired planning-level analysis threshold during BOTH the FM peak hour
and the Saturday peak hour, It may be necessary to add an additional lanc in the
roundabout.

Caltrans Comments Sun City Tehama DEIR _ 24
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ATTAC

HMENT 1

COMPARISON OF MAINLINE I-5 TRAFFIC VOLUMES

P. 28
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ATTACHMENT D COMMENT LETTER # 2

CORRESPONDENCE TO GOVERNOR DAVIS
FROM COALITION OF TRIBES




February {1, 2003
HBAND-DELIVERED

Governor Gray Davis

Office of the Governor

State Capito] Building, First Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Governor Davis:

The undersigned tribes have formed a coalition for the purpose of commencing tribal-state
compact negotiations in good faith with the State of California as provided for in Section 4.3.3 of
the tribal-state compacts. Additionally, the undersigned coalition anticipates negotiations under
Section 12.1. Our group is composed of tribes presently operating gaming facilities, tribes with
compacts that intend to commence operations in the near future, tribes that bave previously
requested compacts, and tribes intending to request compacts.

We believe that the principles of unity guiding our coalition in these negotiations dovetail with
the principles you have recently articulated: respecting the sovereignties of our tribes and the
State of California; strengthening tribal economic self-sufficiency; assuring the integtity of
Indian gaming; recognizing that the exercise of rights triggers responsibilities, including the
obligation to fairly witigate off reservation impacts of future development; meeting and
conferring with local governments concerning those impacts; and making fair share contributions
from increased revenues of additional slot machines. '

Our group would like to schedule a meeting with the representatives you have appointed for this
purpose to commence discussions. The undersigned Tribes with existing compacts anticipate
providing formal notice to you pursuant to Section 4.3.3 on March 8, 2003.

Sincerely,
By
Printed Namé
Title ('~

Tribe Zak fer$h e L b erirt Bpped o F Hlionks

By /"ﬁzg//

Printed <Tfnd s _Lopepzo
Title ' o

Trihe éi{mSg:{ Z;ECQIE&:‘ éﬂﬂfﬁﬁeﬂ

ce:  David Rosenberg
Tribal Attorneys
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Re: Tribal-State Gaming Compdct Negotiations
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Chapter 5.0 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Comment Letter #2 — El Dorado County and El Dorado County Air Quality Management
District

2-1. This comment is a summary of El Dorado County’s objections to the
Draft Supplemental EIR. Caltrans has determined that the Supplemental EIR’s analyses of air
quality and additional alternatives are legally adequate and compliant with CEQA, and fully
responsive to the Court of Appeal Decision. Further analysis of traffic impacts as the commenter
suggests is beyond the scope of the Court of Appeal decision, and there is no basis for extending
the 45-day comment period, contrary to the commenter’s assertion. Each of these comments 1s
responded to in substantially more detail below.

2-2. This comment raises and summarizes a number of issues that are also raised through
subsequent specific comments in this comment letter. The following responses cover the issues
raised in this comment. In addition, the reader may refer to the remainder of the responses to this
commenter’s letter.

Air Quality

The commenter is correct that the Supplemental EIR discloses the Interchange Project’s
emissions of ozone precursors, that it discloses the portion of the regional motor vehicle
emissions budgets that those emissions constitute, and further, that it concludes that those
emissions are not significant in relation to those budgets. All of this directly responds to the
Court of Appeal’s decision.

The commenter is not correct, however, in stating that the Supplemental EIR provides no
analysis of the Project’s emissions of ozone precursors or of the portion of the regional motor
vehicle emissions budgets that those emissions constitute. Simply put, there is little “analysis”
required to calculate a project’s emissions; this is primarily a calculation, and the
Supplemental EIR describes the calculation.  Supplemental EIR at pp. 5.5-4-5.5-5.  The
Supplemental EIR also describes, at some length, both the methodologies by which Caltrans
estimated the Interchange Project’s emissions of ozone precursors and by which it selected the
1 percent metric used to determine significance. Id. at 5.5-6-5.5-11. More detailed comments
and responses on this topic are set forth below. Please see in particular,
Responses 2-3 through 2-6 and 2-10 through 2-19.

Traffic

This comment also suggests that Caltrans relied on traffic “projections that it knew were wrong.”
Caltrans disagrees that the traffic projections are either wrong or that it knew so and nonetheless
proceeded. The trial court and the Court of Appeal both upheld the traffic projections and
analyses in the 2002 Final EIR. Ruling at 21-22; Decision at 41-43. Therefore, Caltrans need
not revisit or revise those projections and analyses, and it is appropriate for Caltrans to rely on
them in the Supplemental EIR. Please also see Response 1-5, above, regarding the use of traffic
information from the 2002 Final EIR.
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Alternatives

This comment also suggests that Caltrans’ analysis of smaller hotel and casino alternatives is
inadequate because it does not state the actual impacts of the alternatives. This suggestion is
incorrect.

The Court of Appeal directed Caltrans to “consider and analyze the alternative, or alternatives, of
a smaller hotel and casino complex.” Decision at 57-58. Although this mandate allowed
Caltrans to elect to analyze only one additional alternative, to be conservative, Caltrans analyzed
two additional alternatives. Alternative D consists of a casino approximately 50 percent smaller
than the approved casino and a hotel with 200 rooms, as compared to 250 rooms in the approved
hotel. Alternative E consists of a casino approximately 50 percent smaller than the approved
casino and no hotel. In both alternatives, other, ancillary facilities such as parking would also be
reduced proportionately. Alternatives D and E are described in more detail in Chapter 4 of the
Draft Supplemental EIR, including Tables 4.1 and 4.2, which provide specific square footages
for each of 12 components of each alternative. Alternatives must be “described in sufficient
detail to serve the informational purpose of the report to the governmental body which will act
and the public which will respond to the action through the political process.” City of Rancho
Palos Verdes v. City of Rolling Hills Estates (1976) 59 Cal.App.3d 869, 892.  The
Supplemental EIR provides the required detail.

Alternatives D and E constitute a reasonable range of alternatives as CEQA requires and respond
to the Court of Appeal’s direction. Specifically, the substantial reduction in the size of the
casino, and both the modest reduction in the size of the hotel and the total elimination of the
hotel, are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening some of the potentially significant
impacts of the Interchange Project (although all impacts of the proposed project are already
reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation). See, e.g., Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3
(describing substantial reductions in water and wastewater demands), 5.8 (discussion of reduced
visual resource impacts), App. B (providing trip generation estimates for the alternatives).

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Supplemental EIR also discloses the specific impacts
of Alternatives D and E on traffic and provides specific, quantitative information on water and
wastewater demands and other features of the alternatives. Supplemental EIR at Sections 4.2.2,
4.2.3, 5.4, App. B. Further, the comparative analyses of Alternatives D and E thoroughly cover
every impact category covered in the 2002 Final EIR. Supplemental EIR at Ch. 5; see also
Tab. 4.3 (summarizing the comparison of the alternatives and the proposed project, as CEQA
Guideline 15126.6(d) recommends).

CEQA specifically directs this type of comparative analysis for alternatives. CEQA Guideline
15126.6(d), entitled “Evaluation of Alternatives,” provides as follows:

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying
the major characteristics and significant environmental
effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the
comparison.
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This citation demonstrates that the emphasis in an alternatives analysis is comparing the
alternatives to the proposed project. Indeed, the purpose of an alternatives analysis is to identify
alternatives that would “lessen one or more of the significant effects” of the proposed project.
CEQA Guideline 15126.6(c). In other words, the analysis of alternatives is not to determine the
impacts of the alternatives themselves, but rather to examine their effects as compared to the
effects of the proposed project.

Similarly, CEQA’s most fundamental commands are that the lead agency disclose potentially
significant impacts and seek measures to mitigate those impacts. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002,
21002.1. The Supplemental EIR satisfies both of these commands by disclosing which impacts
of the proposed project would remain significant under Alternatives D and E, or which would be
reduced or avoided, and by setting forth the mitigation measures that would be required to reduce
those remaining potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level or to avoid those
altogether.

2-3. This comment suggests that the Supplemental EIR does not contain sufficient information
for El Dorado County to comment on the project specific emissions calculations. Caltrans
disagrees with this comment, and notes in response that the Supplemental EIR does contain
sufficient information, and further notes that the commenter did submit 37 pages detailed
comments, plus attachments. The Supplemental EIR explains in detail the models that were used
to estimate the Interchange Project’s emissions of ozone precursors, why those models were
selected, and how those models compare to the models used in the 2002 Final EIR and by the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments in its transportation planning work. Supplemental
EIR at pp.5.5-5-5.5-6.

The commenter cites to CEQA Guideline 15147, which provides that an EIR “shall include
summarized technical data . . . to permit full assessment of significant environmental impacts by
reviewing agencies and members of the public.” Section 5.5-7 of the Supplemental EIR provides
a detailed technical explanation of the Interchange Project’s specific traffic-related emissions,
including an explanation of the models that were used and a number of tables showing the results
of the numerical calculations that were completed. This is the type of technical and specialized
analysis and data that is often placed in an appendix to an EIR pursuant to Guideline 15147, but
Caltrans elected to include this detail in the Supplemental EIR because it responds directly to the
Court of Appeal’s specific direction. In Caltrans’ view, this information constitutes the required
supporting analysis for the conclusions in the Supplemental EIR, and this level of detail is at
least equivalent to, if not greater than, the level of detail typically included in an EIR.

The commenter also requests, in its comment letter, very detailed information regarding the air
quality modeling, including electronic disks containing the modeling runs, and all inputs,
assumptions and settings used in the models. This information has been provided directly to the
commenter as requested, and will be provided to others upon request. Typically, detailed and
technical information such as actual modeling runs is not included in an EIR because the
information does not provide any meaningful disclosure to the public, whereas the conclusions
and the supporting analysis and discussion in the EIR do provide that meaningful disclosure.
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2-4. The commenter asserts that the measure used to determine the potential significance of the
Interchange Project’s ozone precursor emissions is invalid and that Caltrans should have used the
commenter’s adopted stationary-source threshold instead. Caltrans disagrees on both points, for
a number of reasons. Each is taken in turn below.

Caltrans’ Air Quality Significance Measure Is Appropriate and Supported by Substantial
Evidence

The Court of Appeal directed Caltrans as follows:

[Dlisclose and analyze what the interchange/hotel/casino’s
specific traffic-cbased ROG and NOx emissions (or
estimates) are, what their contributions to the regional
emissions budgets are, and whether these emissions and
contributions are significant (for example, in comparison to
other existing or planned projects within the transportation
conformity analysis).

Decision at 57-58.

Thus, the Court of Appeal required Caltrans to use two measures of significance:
(i) a comparison of the estimate of the Interchange Project’s emissions to the regional motor
vehicle emissions budgets, and (ii) a comparison of the Interchange Project’s emissions to
another project.  The Supplemental EIR contains both of the required comparisons.
Supplemental EIR at Section 5.5-7.

As the Supplemental EIR explains in Section 5.5-7.4, to develop a measurement by which to
determine whether the Interchange Project’s contribution to the applicable motor vehicle
emissions budgets would be significant, Caltrans initially looked to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “NOx SIP Call” and Clean Air Interstate Rule
(CAIR) protocols because these protocols had included the development of criteria for
determining a significant contribution to an ozone nonattainment area. Caltrans examined, in
detail, the approach that the EPA used in the NOx SIP Call and the CAIR rulemakings, and used
the evidence and information that the EPA used to support that approach as guidance in
developing an appropriate measure of significance for the Interchange Project’s ozone precursor
emissions to be used in the Supplemental EIR. Caltrans, however, did not adopt any of the NOx
SIP Call or the CAIR methodologies directly. Caltrans has not relied at all on the second phase
of these protocols, which involved the setting of interstate transport caps.

Caltrans’ development of the significance measure used in the Supplemental EIR started from
the EPA’s determination in the NOx SIP Call and CAIR protocols that a contribution of 2 parts
per billion (ppb) of the ozone precursor NOx toward an exceedance of a standard in a
nonattainment region is a potentially significant contribution. Because the Court of Appeal
directed Caltrans to measure significance as a percentage contribution to the applicable motor
vehicle emissions budget, Caltrans next translated the 2 ppb into a percentage measure. That
translated to between approximately 1 and 2 percent, depending on the standard that is used,
because the standard provides the denominator in the equation (either the 1-hour standard at 120
ppb or the 8-hour standard at 80 ppb). The 2 ppb is the numerator. Thus, using the 1-hour
standard results in a significance level of 2/120, or 1.67 percent, and using the 8-hour standard
Shingle Springs Interchange Final Supplemental EIR i Response Page: 6.3-7
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results in a significance level of 2/80, or 2.5 percent. To ensure a conservative analysis that best
protects the environment, Caltrans then selected a number below the low end of that range —
1 percent — as its measure of significance to evaluate the Interchange Project’s contribution of
ozone precursors to the Sacramento nonattainment region motor vehicle emissions budgets for
0ZONE Precursors.

Then, by comparing the Interchange Project’s emissions to the local motor vehicle emissions
budgets and using the 1 percent measure, Caltrans tied the significance standard that it had
developed — starting from the EPA’s methodologies and science and then applying its own
criteria — to the local nonattainment, transport, weather and other conditions that are reflected in
the Sacramento nonattainment area motor vehicle emissions (attainment) budgets for ROG and
NOx. In other words, this process made the 1 percent significance measure, which was
originally based on evidence developed through two EPA rulemaking proceedings, directly
applicable to the Sacramento nonattainment region, while also responding directly to the Court
of Appeal decision.

The commenter asserts that the NOX SIP Call and CAIR protocols do not constitute an
applicable significance measure. As explained above, however, the Supplemental EIR does not
use these protocols as a measure of significance. Rather, Caltrans used the science and evidence
developed in those rulemakings as part of the basis for its determination that a 1 percent
contribution of precursors to a nonattainment region may be significant, and that a contribution
of less than that is not significant. Also, the crux of the determination of potential significance of
the Interchange Project’s impact on air quality is the comparison between the project-specific
emissions and the regional motor vehicle emissions budgets. This makes the analysis directly
applicable to, and fully reflective of, local conditions.

After determining that a contribution of up to 2.5 percent could be considered
less-than-significant (under the 8-hour standard), Caltrans took a conservative approach and
selected a much lower level — 1 percent — as its measure of significance for use in the
Supplemental EIR. Supplemental EIR at 5.5-7.4. This process is consistent with the Court of
Appeal’s instruction to provide a comparison to the motor vehicle emissions budget as the
measure of significance. Also, such a comparison is appropriate here because the budget is
illustrative of compliance with an adopted plan, and therefore reflects the emissions that may
occur under local conditions while the overall environmental impact of nonattainment is
resolved.

The commenter also complains that these protocols do not apply because EPA developed them
specifically for NOx emissions. This, too, is incorrect. By applying the 1 percent measure to the
regional motor vehicle emissions budgets for both ROG and NOx, the Supplemental EIR
appropriately measures the significance of the Interchange Project’s ozone precursor emissions
for both ROG and NOx.

Similarly, the commenter’s other technical complaints about these protocols are not relevant here
because Caltrans simply did not adopt these protocols or use them directly, and thus they are not
the subject of the Supplemental EIR. In any case, one reason Caltrans relied on this particular
metric here is that the technical soundness of EPA’s approach to determining the significance of
contributions to nonattainment was challenged and upheld in federal court, thus providing
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Caltrans with a methodology that has a basis in both air quality science and law. Michigan v.
EPA, 213 F.3d 663 (D.C. Cir., 2000).

The commenter asserts that “it is remarkable” that Caltrans had to “go so far” to find an
applicable measure. The level of research required to develop an appropriate measure of
significance is due to the fact that that the analysis required by the Court of Appeal in this regard
1s unprecedented because the significance of ozone precursors, as regional pollutants, is typically
measured for transportation-related projects on a regional basis, rather than a project-specific
basis, as the Court directed here.

Perhaps most importantly, however, this comment again fails to note that Caltrans compared the
Interchange Project emissions to the motor vehicle emissions budgets for the region. By doing
so, the all local conditions, including the amount of ozone precursors (both NOx and ROG) that
may be emitted into this particular region while the region nonetheless moves toward attainment
of the applicable air quality standards, are incorporated into the determination of significance.
This is exactly the comparison the Court of Appeal directed Caltrans conduct in stating that the
EIR must disclose and compare the Interchange Project’s “contributions to the regional
emissions budgets, and [evaluate] whether these contributions are significant.”
Decision at 57-58.

The Courts Have Already Determined That El Dorado County’s Stationary-Source Threshold is
Inapplicable and Need Not Be Used, and There is No Basis for Revising That Conclusion.

The thrust of the commenter’s objection appears to be a claim that the Supplemental EIR should
have used the commenter’s local, stationary source threshold of 82 pounds per day. The
commenter also made this claim in response to the 2002 Draft EIR and Caltrans responded to it
in the 2002 Final EIR. 2002 Final EIR at Response 43-SR-3. The commenter also made this
claim in litigation, and both the trial court and the Court of Appeal rejected this contention,
primarily because the suggested measure is a de minimis, stationary source threshold and this is a
transportation project with mobile source emissions. Ruling at 15-18; Decision at 19. This
objection, therefore, is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR and beyond the scope of issues
to be addressed in response to the Court of Appeal decision.

Also, the threshold the commenter claims that Caltrans should have used is a stationary source
threshold. The commenter’s threshold, therefore, is inapplicable to the Interchange Project,
which is a transportation-related project, and particularly to ozone precursor emissions, which
are regional in nature and are emitted at infinite locations by traffic traveling to and from various
land uses. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, no provision of the CEQA statute or
Guidelines states that a lead agency must defer to a different agency’s thresholds for a different
type of project.

The AQMD threshold is also inapplicable here because it is based on a de minimis screening
criteria, which ignores regional conditions and all emissions below the screening level.
Specifically, that standard is based on the annual limit applied to determine whether a new
stationary source in a serious ozone nonattainment area is subject to certain regulatory
requirements. Health & Saf. Code §§40919-40920.5. In other words, the commenter’s
proposed standard neither quantifies a project’s emissions or measures its significance on the
region or on the attainment of applicable air quality standards. Rather, it is nothing more than a
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static, regulatory trigger for stationary sources. On the other hand, a comparison to the motor
vehicle emissions budgets considers all emissions in the region from all sources.

Further, the document setting for these standards, the El Dorado County Air Quality
Management District Guide (County Air Guide) itself states that it is only meant to apply where
El Dorado County is the lead agency. Further, El Dorado County possesses no jurisdiction over
either Caltrans, a state agency, or the Rancheria, a sovereign land. See Gov. Code § 12012.25(g)
(the “on-reservation impacts of compliance with the terms of a tribal-state gaming compact” are
not subject to CEQA). There is no basis or authority for the commenter’s statement that Caltrans
is “bound” by these local stationary source thresholds to evaluate a state-approved project with
mobile source emissions.

2-5. This comment also asserts that Caltrans should have used El Dorado County’s local air
quality thresholds. It states that the County “thresholds must be used because they are the
official thresholds applicable to all projects in El Dorado County, and the [County Air Quality
Management District] AQMD in its previous comments on this project and in these comments 1s
requesting that they be used.” As explained in Response 2-4, above, the courts have already
rejected this contention and it is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR. Ruling at 15-18;
Decision at 19. As also explained above, these are stationary source thresholds that do not apply
to an interchange project.

Further, neither Caltrans, the Bureau of Indian Affairs nor the Federal Highways Administration
are required to abide by local standards or regulations. The Tribe and the Rancheria, as
sovereigns subject only to federal regulation, are likewise not bound by County standards or
regulations.

The comment asserts that the AQMD thresholds assume a special status pursuant to
CEQA Guideline 15064.7, which encourages lead agencies to adopt significance thresholds for
their own use when acting as lead agencies. This Guideline does not require Caltrans to adopt or
use the AQMD thresholds, particularly in a situation such as this where the threshold is
developed for stationary sources and its use is being advocated for an evaluation of mobile
source emissions from an interchange project.

A footnote to this comment states that the AQMD thresholds are mandatory because the AQMD
has requested their use. Contrary to this suggestion, however, the CEQA Guidelines do not
require a lead agency to use a threshold set or suggested by another agency.

In summary, under CEQA Guideline 15064.7 and the prior court rulings in this matter, the
commenter’s statement that the local AQMD thresholds have special status and must be applied
here is incorrect. There is likewise no authority for the commenter’s footnote that this special
status attaches only because the AQMD requested that the thresholds be used. Please also see
Response 2-4, above.

2-6. The comment claims that Caltrans must use the local air quality significance threshold
because that is the only way Caltrans can “discharge its obligation to give proper consideration
to California’s [S]tate ambient air quality standard.” The issues regarding the consideration of
the State ambient air quality standard are beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR. The Court

of Appeal ruled that El Dorado County and Voices for Rural Living failed to exhaust their
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administrative remedies on that point, and thus that judicial review of this issue is barred in this
proceeding. Decision at 22-28. The scope of the Supplemental EIR, as a CEQA document
prepared in response to the Court of Appeal decision and ensuing writ, and to be submitted to the
court in response to that writ, is limited to the additional analysis the Court of Appeal required.
The State ambient air quality standards are not one of the issues requiring further analysis as
identified by the Court. Decision at 25 (“[w]e conclude that the doctrine of administrative
remedies precludes us from considering . .. the state ozone standard”); 57-58 (setting forth
required additional analysis and not including the state ozone standard).

Nonetheless, the evidence demonstrates that the Interchange Project’s emissions are not
significant under the State standard, as well as the federal standard. The new California 8-hour
ozone standard is approximately 88 percent of the comparable federal standard (70 ppb (state
standard) / 80 ppb (federal standard) = 0.88). Applying that ratio to the 1 percent significance
measure under the federal standard yields the conclusion that a 0.88 percent contribution to the
motor vehicle emissions budget would be a significant contribution under the State standard.
Likewise, the California 1-hour standard is approximately 75 percent of the comparable federal
standard (90 ppb (state standard) / 120 ppb (federal standard) = 0.75). This yields the conclusion
that a 0.75 percent contribution to the motor vehicle emissions budget would be a significant
contribution under the State standard. The highest contribution of the Interchange Project for
any pollutant and under any scenario is 0.37 percent (for NOx under Burden 7F with no credit
for pass-by trips). Supplemental EIR at Tab. 5.5-6. This is approximately half of even the most
stringent significance estimate under the State ozone standard. Thus, even under the more
stringent State standard, the evidence before Caltrans demonstrates that the Interchange Project’s
emissions are not significant.’

2-7. The comment claims that the Supplemental EIR must use the County’s local significance
thresholds because it relied on the County’s Missouri Flat EIR, which used these thresholds. In
Caltrans’ view, this comment is both factually and legally incorrect. First, as a factual matter,
Caltrans did not rely on the Missouri Flat EIR for analysis, methodology or significance
thresholds.  Supplemental EIR at pp. 5.5-10-5.5-11. Rather, it simply copied emissions
calculation results from that EIR. Referencing a portion of a document for informational
purposes does not create an obligation to apply the same methodology as that cited document.
Second, the commenter provides no legal authority for this statement, and there is no
requirement under CEQA that one agency must follow another agency’s methodology, or that
one EIR must follow another EIR’s methodology.

The comment also claims that the Supplemental EIR misconstrued the Missouri Flat EIR. This
is also incorrect. The comment recites the Supplemental EIR’s statement that El Dorado County
“concluded that traffic-related emissions of the Missouri Flat Area projects were not significant
because they did not cause exceedances of the regional emissions budgets” and claims that this is
an incorrect statement. The comment fails to note, however, that at the end of the quoted
sentence is a footnote. That footnote confirms that it was in the EIR for the Missouri Flat
interchange in which El Dorado County concluded that there would not be significant ozone

3 As has been explained in great detail in the prior CEQA documents for the Interchange Project, there is no existing
emissions budget with which to model compliance with the State ozone standard. Also, because the state Clean
Air Act does not include an attainment date, and a specified attainment date is necessary to develop an emissions
budget, it is not feasible to develop an emissions budget tied to the state ozone standard. Addendum to
2002 Final EIR at Ch. 2. Accordingly, the comparative calculations in the Supplemental EIR cannot be directly
replicated for the State standard. In the absence of an established emissions budget, then, the consistency of a
project with the State standard must be approximated, as is done here.
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impacts because it was a “congestion relief project.” Supplemental EIR at p.5.5-11, n.2. In
reaching that conclusion, the County did not take into account the emissions from the cars
traveling to and from the Missouri Flat Area projects, which travel the interchange significantly
facilitates.

Further, the Missouri Flat project forms a reasonable basis for the comparison directed by the
Court of Appeal, because it is a recent transportation-related project in the region where the
generators of the indirect emissions of the project were segregated (even though the County
denies the connection between the Missouri Flat interchange and the associated big box centers).
With most transportation-related projects, the emissions associated with the project alone are not
specifically identified because transportation conformity is the basis for determining
significance, and transportation conformity is viewed in terms of the emissions of all projects in
the region, not individual projects.

2-8. This comment compares the Missouri Flat Area projects’ ozone precursor emissions against
the Interchange Project ozone precursor emissions and claims that the Interchange Project’s
emissions are greater. This claim is incorrect. The comment separates the Missouri Flat Area
projects into three distinct components and compares each component to the Interchange Project.
The ROG and NOx emissions for each separate component are generally less than the emissions
from the Interchange Project (including the hotel/casino), but separating these projects for
comparison disregards actual conditions (it would be like separating the hotel from the casino).
Indeed, El Dorado County considered the components sufficiently linked to analyze them in a
single EIR. When properly combined, emissions of both ROG and NOx from the Missouri Flat
Area projects substantially exceed those from the Interchange Project (including the
hotel/casino).

This comment also again claims that the Supplemental EIR must use the County’s local
significance thresholds. Please see Responses 2-4 — 2-6, above, regarding this claim.

Finally, this comment claims that “since Caltrans has cited the [Missouri Flat] Area EIR for
comparative purposes,” the Supplemental EIR must also rely on the County’s local thresholds.
As explained in Response 2-7, above, the Supplemental EIR relies on the Missouri Flat Area EIR
for information about those projects’ estimated ozone precursor emissions for the purpose of
comparing those emissions to the Interchange Project emissions, as the Court of Appeal directed.
It does not rely on the Missouri Flat EIR for significance thresholds, and, contrary to the
commenter’s assertion, there is no requirement that it do so. Please also see Response 2-7,
above.

2-9. This comment further advocates for the use of the AQMD threshold based on the Missouri
Flat EIR. Please also see Responses 2-7 and 2-8, above, regarding the County’s Missouri Flat
EIRs.

2-10. This is a summary of El Dorado County’s objections to the Supplemental EIR’s use of the
1 percent significance measure. Please see Responses 2-4, above, and 2-11 through 2-16, below.

2-11. This comment continues the objections to the Supplemental EIR’s use of the 1 percent
significance measure, and particularly claims that that measure cannot be transferred from the
NOx SIP Call or CAIR protocols. The 1 percent significance measure is not transferred from the
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NOx SIP Call or CAIR protocols, however. Rather, as explained above, those protocols
constitute substantial evidence supporting the 1 percent threshold’s applicability. See Responses
2-4 through 2-6, above. Also, the Supplemental EIR compares the Interchange Project’s
emissions to the motor vehicle emissions budgets for the Sacramento nonattainment region. By
comparing the emissions to the local budgets, the Supplemental EIR localizes the 1 percent
significance measure and provides the analysis that the Court of Appeal specifically directed.

This comment also contains incorrect statements regarding Caltrans’ reliance on the NOx SIP
Call and CAIR protocols in developing its 1 percent significance measure. First, the comment is
incorrect in stating that these programs directly apply only on the East Coast. Rather, they apply
to most areas east of the Mississippi River, and the CAIR extends westward into Texas. In
addition, whether EPA applied the NOx SIP Call and the CAIR protocols only in the east is
irrelevant because the analytical approach behind those protocols can be applied anywhere.
Also, as explained above, Caltrans did not adopt or directly apply the NOx SIP Call or CAIR
protocols. Rather, Caltrans found that the first part of EPA’s analytical approach, wherein EPA
determined that a contribution of 2 ppb or more may be significant, is relevant evidence for
determining an appropriate and cautious measure to assess the potential significance of a single
project’s contribution to a nonattainment area. This is analogous to the contribution of emissions
to an emissions budget that may be significant. Accordingly, the NOX SIP Call and CAIR
protocols are substantial evidence supporting Caltrans’ determination that a contribution of more
than 1 percent to an emissions budget would constitute a potentially significant impact.

The second part of the EPA’s approach, which is the portion on which the commenter focuses,
was the development of emissions caps for interstate transport. The Supplemental EIR does not
rely on that aspect of the EPA’s approach, however.

The commenter also asserts that the NOx SIP Call and CAIR protocols examine only the
significance of contributions of NOx to air quality regions. Transportation conformity, and the
motor vehicle emissions budgets to which Caltrans ultimately applied the 1 percent significance
measure it developed after reviewing those protocols, address both NOx and ROG. By
comparing the Interchange Project’s NOx and ROG emissions estimates to the applicable motor
vehicle emissions budgets for NOx and ROG, therefore, the Supplemental EIR appropriately
applies the significance measure in the Supplement to both pollutants. The Sacramento
nonattainment area motor vehicle emissions budget for ROG incorporates that pollutant’s
different, i.e., more local, properties, as well as the properties, meteorology and other factors
specific to the region. Therefore, when the Supplemental EIR’s methodology is looked at in
total, the fact that the original NOX SIP Call and CAIR protocols focused on NOx is not a
limiting factor.

2-12. The comment again focuses on the NOx SIP Call and CAIR protocols as if the
Supplemental EIR adopted them wholesale. The Supplemental EIR simply borrows the 2 ppb
threshold from the NOx SIP Call and CAIR protocols, and then translates that into its 1 percent
measure of significance, which it then ties to local motor vehicle emissions budgets. By
applying this 1 percent measure to the local budgets, the Supplemental EIR directly analyzes the
potential impacts of the Interchange Project on the Sacramento nonattainment region. By this
methodology, the Supplemental EIR directly responds to the Court of Appeal’s specific
direction. Decision at 57-58. Please see Responses 2-4 and 2-11 for additional discussion on

this point.
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In developing the NOx SIP Call and CAIR protocols, EPA was required to address interstate
impacts because it is the agency with the authority to do so, and under the Clean Air Act it is
required to do so. Because it was faced with a variety of states and a variety of conditions in
developing these protocols, its approach to determining the significance of emissions into a
nonattainment area provides a reasoned and broadly applicable approach to that question.

2-13. Please see Response 2-12, above. Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, Caltrans is not
using the NOx SIP Call and CAIR protocols directly or in the absence of local information.
Thus, whether the EPA intended these protocols for the evaluation of individual sources is not
relevant. Caltrans agrees that the most appropriate way to evaluate the impacts of ozone
precursor emissions is on a regional basis, and that is what it did in the 2002 Final EIR through
its transportation conformity analysis. See 2002 Final EIR at Section 5.5.

The Court of Appeal generally agreed with the use of a conformity approach (Decision at 16),
but it also directed Caltrans to estimate and disclose the project-specific emissions and determine
their significance by comparing them to the applicable motor vehicle emissions budgets.
Decision at 57-58. The Supplemental EIR responds to that command, and in doing so, further
informs the public regarding the magnitude and potential significance of the project-specific
ozone precursor emissions. The 1 percent measure derived via the 2 ppb threshold in the
NOx SIP Call and CAIR protocols is an appropriate and conservative basis for this analysis.

Also contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, Caltrans did not ignore “all-important qualifiers”
noted by the EPA regarding individual sources in developing the NOx SIP Call and CAIR
protocols. To the contrary, section 126 of the Clean Air Act allows for the application of the
methodologies in those protocols to a particular project, and this has occurred in numerous
instances. 42 U.S.C. § 7426(a) (making individual sources subject to State Implementation Plan
regulations set forth in section 110 of the Act).

Also, neither the Clean Air Act, federal regulations nor the NOx SIP Call or CAIR rulemakings
provide any support for the commenter’s claim that it violates the Act to apply these protocols to
individual sources. As explained above, these protocols have been applied to individual projects
pursuant to section 126 of the Clean Air Act. Regardless, as also explained above, the
Supplemental EIR does not directly apply these protocols. Rather, it relies on a component of
the underlying rulemakings for substantial evidence supporting its determination that a
contribution of ozone precursor emissions of less than 1 percent of the applicable motor vehicle
emissions budgets is not a significant contribution.

2-14. The commenter asserts that the Supplemental EIR compares the Interchange Project’s
emissions to the total emissions of the Sacramento nonattainment area, and implies that this is an
inappropriate comparison. In fact, the Interchange Project’s emissions are compared only to the
ROG and NOx motor vehicle emissions budget portions of the overall SIP budget for the
Sacramento nonattainment region. This “localizes” the analysis by using the local motor vehicle
emissions budgets as the basis for comparison and determination of significance. Also, the
motor vehicle emissions budgets recognize the multitude of other sources to which the
commenter refers, because those other sources also comprise portions of the overall SIP budget.
All emissions must be within the total level that will result in attainment (the SIP budget).
Accordingly, the budgets for all types of sources contributing emissions are considered, placed in
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balance with each other, and limited as necessary in the development of the SIP. The motor
vehicle emissions budgets, therefore, inherently recognize all emissions sources in the region.
Accordingly, the comparison of the Interchange Project’s emissions to those local motor vehicle
emissions budgets both recognizes all other sources in the region and avoids any inappropriate
comparison to other emissions sources.

It is also important to note, again, that the Court of Appeal specifically required a comparison to
the motor vehicle emissions budgets, and the Supplemental EIR directly responds to that
command.

2-15. The commenter again contends that the Supplemental EIR should have used El Dorado
County’s local, stationary-source emissions threshold. This comment is beyond the scope of the
Supplemental EIR. Also, as previously explained, the local threshold does not apply, and there
1s no requirement that Caltrans adopt it or use it. See Responses 2-4 through 2-6, above.

The commenter states that “[w]hat is needed is a criterion tied to state and local air pollution
control programs.” By using the local motor vehicle emissions budgets as its basis for
comparison, the Supplemental EIR provides exactly that criterion because those budgets
incorporate state and local pollution control programs as control measures.

The comment also states that “non-regional, project-specific measures abound, and are regularly
used to evaluate the significance of project-specific ozone precursors.” However, these measures
generally apply to stationary sources. As the trial court and Court of Appeal have held in this
case, stationary source measures do not apply to the Interchange Project. Ruling at 15-18;
Decision at 19.

2-16. This comment appears to state, contrary to this commenter’s prior assertions, that
El Dorado County’s local, stationary source threshold does not apply here. The commenter
states that that the Interchange Project emissions are an indirect source, and that “El Dorado
County does not have an indirect source regulation at this time.”

The commenter also states that the 1 percent measure “used in the [Supplemental EIR] is based
on the false premise that ozone precursors can only be evaluated on a regional basis.” This
statement also contradicts the commenter’s prior statements, in Comment 2-15, that the
commenter “agrees that ozone is primarily an area or regional pollutant.” This comment also
ignores the regional nature of ozone precursor pollution.

San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District Rule 9510 Does Not Apply Here

The commenter asserts that Caltrans should have adopted and followed the San Joaquin Valley
Unified Air Pollution Control District’s Indirect Source Rule (ISR) 9510. Rule 9510 does not
include a measure of significance, however. Rather, it requires that residential and other
developers of projects subject to that District’s jurisdiction pay a fee and take other measures to
mitigate the emissions from their projects.

The commenter’s consultant in this project, Sierra Research, commented on Rule 9510 during
the rulemaking proceeding. This letter, dated September 15, 2005, is included as Appendix E to
this Final Supplemental EIR. In those comments, Sierra Research assailed Rule 9510 as being
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unfair and unworkable, and of imposing unduly inflated mitigation requirements on builders.
App. E at p.1. Sierra Research also stated that State Implementation Plan (“SIP”) methodology,
which utilizes the same motor vehicle emissions budgets on which the Supplemental EIR
significance measure is based, is superior to an individual source approach for analyzing the
impacts of ozone precursor emissions. /d. at 2.

Region-wide pollutant emissions calculated under State
Implementation Plans (SIPs) use a more rigorous set of
models to determine motor vehicle travel impacts and
resulting emission impacts than represented in URBEMIS.
During the ISR rule development, the District has provided
no clear evidence that URBEMIS is capable of calculating
emissions from development projects in a manner that is
consistent with SIP-level emissions and has simply asserted
its appropriateness for use under these rules.

Id. Sierra Research concluded that Rule 9510 has “serious and fundamental flaws.” Id. at 4.

In addition to its fundamental scientific inadequacies (according to Sierra Research), Rule 9510
requires mitigation by the payment of a fee and by other activities such as building more densely
and prohibiting woodstoves. Rule 9510 does not address determining the significance of a
project’s emissions. Rather, it simply assumes that projects meeting certain dwelling unit or
square footage thresholds will require mitigation. Thus, it does not apply here to provide a
measure of the significance of the Interchange Project’s project-specific contribution of ozone
precursor emissions within the motor vehicle emissions budgets, which is what the Court of
Appeal directed Caltrans to evaluate.

The CARB Intrastate Transport Mitigation Program Does Not Apply Here

The commenter also suggests that the Supplemental EIR should have used the Intra-state ozone
transport program of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) as a significance measure for
the Interchange Project’s contribution of ozone precursor emissions to the motor vehicle
emissions budget. Like San Joaquin Valley’s Rule 9510, however, the CARB protocol only
addresses mitigation; it does not provide any method for determining or assessing the
significance of a project-specific contribution of pollutants to a nonattainment area.

Also, the CARB rule, like El Dorado County’s local threshold, is directed at stationary sources.
The Interchange Project is a transportation-related project associated with mobile source
emissions. Thus, for this reason as well, the CARB rule does not apply here.

The CARB rule also does not apply here because it bears no relationship to the motor vehicle
emissions budgets. 17 Cal. Code Regs. § 70500. The Court of Appeal specifically directed
Caltrans to compare the Interchange Project’s emissions to those budgets.

The commenter cites sections 70500 through 70601 of Title 17 of the California Code of
Regulations. That range includes a total of three sections. They are entitled Transport
Identification (section 70500) and Transport Mitigation (sections 70600 and 70601). These titles
further demonstrate that this protocol does not apply to determining the significance of ozone
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precursor emissions from a project. The commenter’s recitation of CARB’s statements
regarding federal ozone planning efforts confirms this by its exclusive focus on mitigation.

The commenter asserts that the Interchange Project is subject to a number of mitigation measures
set forth in the CARB rules discussed above. However, these mitigation requirements apply to
the local air districts in the affected areas, not to particular projects. 17 Cal. Code Regs.
§ 76000(b)(1); see also § 76000(c)(1) (directing implementation of these requirements to
“districts”). Also, most of the mitigation requirements apply to stationary sources, not to
transportation-related projects.

2-17. The commenter asserts that the Supplemental EIR does not contain a project-specific
analysis. In fact, the Supplemental EIR estimates and discloses the Interchange Project’s
project-specific ozone precursor emissions and analyzes the potential significance of these
emissions. Supplemental EIR at pp.5.5-4-5.5-11.

2-18. The commenter suggests that the Supplemental EIR uses an inappropriate “ratio” or
“de minimis” type of analysis. As explained below, this is not correct.

The Supplemental EIR Does Not Include a “Ratio” Analysis

The Court of Appeal specifically directed Caltrans to estimate the potential significance of the
Interchange Project’s project-specific emissions by comparing those emissions to the regional
emissions budget and by comparing them to another project. Decision at 57-58. This is
precisely what the Supplemental EIR does. Supplemental EIR at pp.5.5-9-5.5-10.

Nonetheless, the commenter, citing to Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990)
221 CalApp.3d 692, claims that the Supplemental EIR uses an improper “ratio” analysis, which
masks a project’s impacts by comparing it to the magnitude of the existing air quality problem.
This comment is incorrect.

Kings County effectively prohibits using the magnitude of an existing problem to minimize the
impacts of a particular project. Id. at 718. “The relevant question to be addressed in the EIR is
not the relative amount of precursors emitted when compared with preexisting emissions, but
whether any additional amount of precursor emissions should be considered significant in light
of the serious nature of the ozone problems in this air basin.” The use of a “ratio” analysis is
prohibited, because the “greater the over-all problem, the less significance a project has.”
Id. at 721.

By comparing the Interchange Project’s emissions to emissions budgets, however, Caltrans is
complying with Kings County. Emissions budgets are pollutant levels that allow attainment of
the applicable air quality standards. In other words, they do not only reflect the magnitude of the
problem, they also reflect the solution, and compliance with an emissions budget is substantial
evidence of a project’s consistency with achieving that solution.

Accordingly, emissions budgets by their very nature avoid the Kings County problem and
comply with the Kings County court’s mandates. Specifically, the worse the existing air quality
situation, the smaller the budget must be to attain the applicable air quality standard. The smaller
the budget, the more likely it is that a given project’s emissions will be significant, i.e., exceed a

Shingle Springs Interchange Final Supplemental EIR Response Page: 6.3-17



Chapter 5.0 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

1 percent contribution to the budget. Thus, the situation here is the converse of the problem the
Kings County court identified. Put another way, Caltrans is demonstrating that the Interchange
Project’s ozone precursor emissions are not significant in /ight of the serious nature of the ozone
problems in the air basin, not due to the serious nature of those problems, as was the case in
Kings County. Please also see 2002 Final EIR at Responses 32-5 and 39-6.

Similarly, a comparison that demonstrates that a project’s emissions are consistent with a
solution or identified standard or plan, such as the comparison in the Supplemental EIR, is a
proper basis for determining that impacts are less-than-significant. See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines,
App. G. The Supplemental EIR’s analysis, like that in the 2002 Final EIR, confirms that the
Interchange Project would not cause the applicable air quality standards to be exceeded, that it
would not contribute substantially to such a violation, and that it would not conflict with or
obstruct the implementation of an applicable air quality plan (the SIP, which is tied to the motor
vehicle emissions budgets). These are the criteria for significance for project-specific air quality
impacts set forth in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Thus, rather than engaging in an
impermissible “ratio” analysis, Caltrans is complying with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and
responding to the Court of Appeal’s command.

The Supplemental EIR Does Not Use an Improper “De Minimis” Type Analysis

The commenter also suggests that the Supplemental EIR uses a “de minimis” analysis, which is
prohibited. This is incorrect.

First, the Supplemental EIR finds that the Interchange Project’s project-specific ozone impacts
are not significant because the emissions will be consistent with an emissions budget that allows
attainment of air quality standards. This is an appropriate basis for finding an impact
less-than-significant. The prohibition to which the commenter refers is on simply dismissing an
impact as de minimis, without providing any analysis or evidence to support the conclusion. The
Supplemental EIR does not simply dismiss the Interchange Project’s impacts as de minimis.
Rather, it determines, based on substantial evidence, that the project-specific emissions are not
significant because they are an amount, relative to the motor vehicle emissions budgets, which is
so small as to not contribute significantly to any exceedance of those budgets. The substantial
evidence supporting this conclusion is the science and law developed in the NOx SIP Call and
CAIR proceedings, and in the process of creating and adopting the motor vehicle emissions
budgets for the Sacramento nonattainment region. The 1 percent measure is not an abstract
number below which a project’s contribution to the cumulative scenario is simply ignored (like
the County’s stationary source threshold). Rather, it is a conservative estimate of the level at
which a project’s individual contribution to the motor vehicle emissions budgets may contribute
inordinately to the potential exceedance of those budgets, and therefore would be potentially
significant.

Also, the analysis in the Supplemental EIR responds to the Court of Appeal’s specific direction
that Caltrans determine the potential significance of the Interchange Project’s ozone precursor
emissions by comparing them to the applicable motor vehicle emissions budgets. Decision at 57
(“[t]o be sufficient, the EIR will have to disclose and analyze what the interchange/hotel-casino’s
specific traffic-based ROG and NOx emissions ... contributions to the regional emissions
budgets are”). Thus, it is appropriate in this context.
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Finally, this comment again refers to the California Ambient Air Quality Standards.
As explained in Response 2-6, above, the parties failed to exhaust their administrative remedies
on that issue, and that issue is beyond the scope of the writ, and therefore, beyond the scope of
the Supplemental EIR.

2-19. This comment reiterates the previous comments that the Supplemental EIR should have
used the El Dorado County stationary source threshold of 82 pounds per day or other thresholds
suggested by the commenter. As explained above, these measures are inapplicable here, or they
are not measures at all, but rather mitigation programs directed at the Central Valley or at air
districts like the El Dorado Air Pollution Control District. See Responses 2-4 through
2-18, above, for more detailed responses to these comments.

2-20. The commenter suggests that Caltrans should adopt additional mitigation measures for
construction asbestos emissions and that Caltrans should impose the same measures on
construction of the hotel and casino and related facilities. To the extent those measure are
relevant to the activities involved in constructing the interchange, Caltrans will adopt and
implement these measures. To the extent they are relevant to the construction of the hotel and
casino and related facilities, Caltrans notes that the construction of those facilities is subject to
extensive mitigation measures regarding potential construction asbestos. For example, the
construction will comply with the intent of El Dorado County Ordinance 8.44.030, "General
Requirements for Grading, Excavation and Construction Activities." Thus, the project sponsor
will require contractors to water work areas during excavation and other ground disturbing
activities at least twice daily, or more frequently if necessary. The contractors must limit vehicle
access and speed, and cover areas exposed to vehicle travel with non-asbestos material. Further,
the contractor must provide a Health and Safety Plan prepared by a certified industrial hygienist
to the National Indian Gaming Commission (NIGC), to meet all applicable federal, state and
local environmental and work safety laws. See 2001 NIGC EA at pp.6-3—6-4.

2-21. This comment summarizes the prior comments. Please see Responses 2-2 through 2-20,
above. For all the reasons set forth in those Responses, Caltrans need not rescind and revise the
Supplemental EIR as the commenter suggests.

2-22. The commenter claims that Caltrans must prepare a new, updated traffic analysis for the
Supplemental EIR. The Court of Appeal, however, directed Caltrans only to prepare a
project-specific air quality analysis and an analysis of a smaller casino alternative (or
alternatives). Decision at 57-58. The Court of Appeal upheld the trial court’s rejection of all of
the challenges to the 2002 Final EIR’s traffic analysis. Decision at 41-43. Accordingly, those
issues are beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR.

2-23. The commenter suggests that the traffic analysis in the Supplemental EIR must be updated
to reflect new project opening years and new information about traffic on Highway 50. Neither
of these suggestions is correct.

First, as explained in Response 2-22, above, new or additional traffic analysis is beyond the
required scope of the Supplemental EIR, and issues regarding the existing traffic analysis in the
2002 EIR are foreclosed from further litigation.
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Second, the only analysis or discussion of traffic that is required to be in the Supplemental EIR is
that related to the analysis of alternatives. An alternatives analysis should compare the
alternatives to the proposed project to determine whether the alternative may reduce or avoid a
potentially significant impact of the proposed project. An alternative need not be analyzed as if
it were another proposed project. See Response 2-2, above, for a more detailed discussion of this
point. Accordingly, where traffic is discussed in the course of the Supplemental EIR’s
alternatives analysis, it is appropriate to rely on and use as a basis of comparison the traffic
analysis of the proposed project in the 2002 Final EIR, which the trial court and the Court of
Appeal have upheld. Using two different methodologies or analyses of impacts would defeat the
comparative purpose of an alternatives analysis.

Third, the comment’s assertions regarding level of service “F” on the Highway 50 mainline do
not account for the facts that the Interchange Project’s contribution to that traffic condition
would be a fraction, and that, as the commenter states, Highway 50 is projected to operate at
level of service F, without the Interchange Project. See also Decision at 42. The commenter
implies that the Interchange Project must have a significant traffic impact because Highway 50
will fall to level of service F, but that is not necessarily true. The key consideration is the
project’s traffic and its contribution to the level of service conditions. In any case, again, this is
beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR.

Further, the existing conditions on Highway 50 were the subject of much discussion in the
comments and responses in the 2002 Final EIR, including comments from this same commenter.
Caltrans responded to those comments, and those responses formed part of the basis for the
conclusions that the courts ultimately upheld. In particular, the responses note that the
2002 Final EIR traffic study considered future traffic growth on Highway 50. Indeed, it assumed
that such growth would occur, regardless of the Interchange Project (and the hotel/casino), and
factored that future growth in background traffic into its analysis at rates that reflected historical
trends and information from EI Dorado County and the El Dorado County General Plan.
2002 Final EIR at Responses 39-10, 40-3, 41-2, 43-3 (response to El Dorado County comments,
43-DT-23, 43-DT-24 (responses to El Dorado County Department of Transportation comments),
51-5 (regarding the baseline for traffic analysis), 51-13 (regarding analysis of mitigation
measures).

2-24. The commenter asserts that a report prepared by its consultant in 2005 (Dowling Report)
to critique the traffic analysis in the 2002 Final EIR, which was completed in 2002 and upheld by
the trial court in 2004 and the Court of Appeal in 2005, requires a new traffic analysis. This
assertion is incorrect.

First, as explained above, all of the items the Dowling Report raises are beyond the scope of the
Supplemental EIR. Decision at 41-43, 57-58.

Second, the Dowling Report is not a traffic study or traffic report, per se. Rather, it is a critique
and comment on the traffic analysis in the 2002 Final EIR. Indeed, the commenter characterizes
the Dowling Report as having been prepared “to update” the traffic study prepared for the
2002 Final EIR. The Dowling Report was completed on June 10, 2005. The comment period on
the 2002 Draft EIR closed in June 2002, and Caltrans certified the 2002 Final EIR in
December 2002, concluding the administrative process for the Interchange Project. Thus, the
Dowling Report, as a comment on the 2002 Draft EIR, is three years too late. Conversely, as a
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comment on the Supplemental EIR, it addresses issues that are beyond the required scope of
analysis.

To ensure a complete response to this comment, however, to the extent the Dowling Report
raises issues previously raised regarding the 2002 Final EIR, the previous responses to those
comments are summarized here. To the extent the Dowling Report suggests that Caltrans revisit
its traffic study using new traffic counts or other new information, however, as explained above,
that is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR.

The Geographic Scope of the 2002 Final EIR’s Traffic Analysis was Upheld
and Appropriate

The Dowling Report first asserts that the 2002 EIR’s traffic analysis “did not evaluate a
sufficiently long section of the US 50 freeway.... Their proposed mitigation measure . . . is
consequently inadequate.” Caltrans responded to this issue previously in Response 41-2 in the
2002 Final EIR. That Response states that “[n]either the proposed interchange project nor the
hotel/casino project is anticipated to make a considerable contribution to the cumulative traffic
situation on Highway 50 at the Sacramento County/El Dorado County line. “Nonetheless, the
EIR/EA proposes mitigation for mainline impacts on Highway 50 in the form of a fair share
contribution toward mainline improvements.” Thus, the 2002 EIR explained that an analysis of a
longer section of Highway 50 is not warranted, and that, regardless, the Interchange Project
mitigates 1its share of impacts on the Highway 50 mainline. Please also see Responses 43-DT-5
and 53-14 in the 2002 Final EIR, which provide detailed descriptions of the traffic mitigation
imposed against the Interchange Project and the hotel/casino.

The Court of Appeal upheld Caltrans’ analysis in this regard.

[VRL] is mistaken that the EIR erroneously omitted analysis
of potential cumulative impacts on local roads and on
Highway 50 more than two miles west and five miles east of
the interchange site. At [El Dorado] County’s request, the
[2002 Flinal EIR evaluated all local roads and Highway 50 in
the County along which the project is predicted to increase
existing traffic volumes by two percent or more. ... The EIR
projected the future cumulative daily traffic volumes for the
Highway 50 segment between the county line and El Dorado
Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road for the year 2022, noted that
this segment was anticipated to operate at a deficient level
of service (LOS) of “F” without the project, and also noted
that the project would increase this projected daily volume by
3.1 percent. The EIR considered this increase to be a
significant impact that could be mitigated to less than
significant through ... a fair share contribution to future
master planned improvements for this highway segment as
identified by Caltrans and [El Dorado] County.

Decision at 42. Accordingly, the analysis suggested in this comment is beyond the scope of the
Supplemental EIR.
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The 2002 Final EIR’s Mitigation of Impacts to Highway 50 was Appropriate and
Supported by Substantial Evidence, and was Upheld by the Trial Court and the Court of

Appeal

The Dowling Report next asserts that Summer 2004 traffic counts: “indicate that existing plus
project (sic) will cause level of service ‘F’ conditions on US 50, west of the East Shingle Springs
Drive Interchange [and that the] proposed auxiliary lane mitigation east of East Shingle Springs
Drive would not mitigate this deficiency.” As with the first comment, however, this comment
does not take account of the Interchange Project’s fair share contribution to Highway 50
mainline improvements, and the benefits that contribution would have to alleviating these
existing conditions. It also does not take account of the fact that traffic conditions on Highway
50 are already congested, and that Highway 50 will fall to LOS F regardless of the Interchange
Project (according to the commenter). Further, these issues were raised in comments on the
2002 Draft EIR, and Caltrans responded to them in the 2002 Final EIR. 2002 Final EIR
at Responses 39-10, 43-3, 43-DT-26, 43-DT-27, 51-5. Also, the trial court and the Court of
Appeal upheld Caltrans’ analysis and conclusions on these points. Ruling at 21-22; Decision
at 42.

The 2002 Final EIR’s Trip Generation Calculations were Documented and Supported by
Substantial Evidence and Were Upheld by the Trial Court and the Court of Appeal

The Dowling Report next asserts that the 2002 EIR’s traffic study based its trip generation
estimates on information available in 2001, and that these estimates are no longer supported. On
the contrary, the Court of Appeal concisely explained the broad and detailed analysis Caltrans
conducted to arrive at the trip generation rates used in the 2002 Final EIR.

Caltrans has adequately defended its method of determining
the trip generation rates. Caltrans used two approaches: an
Urban Systems Marketing Study and an analysis of trip
generation characteristics at five northern California Indian
gaming casinos. The trip generation figures derived from
these two approaches were then validated by trip generation
studies involving Indian hotel-casinos in San Diego County
and Minnesota, and by two studies using information from a
well-recognized reference entity on this subject, the Institute
of Transportation Engineers. This choice of method was
within Caltrans’ discretion, so long as it provided an
adequate analysis.

Decision at 41-42.

Further, the Interchange Project and casino/hotel proposal have not changed since the 2001 and
2002 analyses. Thus, there is no basis for revising the calculations regarding the trip generation
of those facilities, as those calculations arise from factors internal to the project.

Also, these issues were addressed in comments and responses on the 2002 Final EIR.
2002 Final EIR at Responses 42-5, 42-8, 43-3, 43-DT-8, 51-7.
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Finally, the trial court and the Court of Appeal upheld the 2002 EIR’s trip generation estimates.
Ruling at 21-22; Decision at 41. Accordingly, they are beyond the scope of the Supplemental
EIR.

The 2002 Final EIR’s Pass By Trip Assumptions Were Supported By Substantial Evidence,
Were Upheld by the Trial Court and the Court of Appeal. and Remain Valid

The Dowling Report next claims that the pass-by trip assumptions for the 2002 EIR are
unsupported by other traffic studies. Again, this challenge was made against the 2002 EIR and
was rejected by the trial court and the Court of Appeal. Decision at 41-42 (upholding trip
generation methodology). Accordingly, it is beyond further review and challenge. Also, the
Responses to Comments in the 2002 Final EIR provide a detailed explanation and justification
of the pass-by trip rate. 2002 Final EIR at Responses 39-10, 43-3.

The responses state that the pass-by rate “was established in coordination with Caltrans traffic
engineering personnel.” Further, the rate reflects the facts that, (1) “the proposed casino is in a
unique location along a route with existing heavy gaming oriented traffic,” (2) an early traffic
analysis based on information from the marketing study for the casino concluded that as much as
57.7 percent of the trips generated by the casino would be due to existing passers by, and (3) the
environmental assessment for the United Auburn Tribe’s casino used a pass-by rate of 30 percent
and that facility is a few miles from Interstate 80, therefore it would capture fewer passers-by
than the Shingle Springs casino, which is directly accessible and visible from Highway 50, which
is the main route for cars going to Lake Tahoe for gaming purposes. 2002 Final EIR
at Response 39-10.

The Dowling Report compares the 2002 EIR’s trip generation rates to those associated with the
existing Thunder Valley Casino. In addition to being beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR,
that comparison is inapposite. First, the trip generation rates used in the 2002 EIR were
determined on the basis of a number of factors, including information from several casinos. It is
more reliable to develop trip generation rates based on such an evaluative approach, rather than
referring to one single casino at one particular time, as the commenter suggests. Second, there
are several important differences between the Thunder Valley Casino and the proposed casino on
the Shingle Springs Rancheria. The proposed casino will have access directly from Highway 50,
while the Thunder Valley casino is located some distance from Interstate 80. Also, Thunder
Valley is currently operating without competition from a casino at Shingle Springs, while a
casino at Shingle Springs will be operating in competition with the existing Thunder Valley
casino.

Finally, the Dowling Report suggests that the 2002 EIR’s traffic analysis should be extended
westward and that the traffic counts, forecasts, trip rates and pass-by assumptions should all be
updated. As explained above, this is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR and is not
required by CEQA, the trial court or the Court of Appeal. Decision at 42-43 (Petitioners are
“mistaken that the [2002] EIR erroneously omitted analysis of potential cumulative impacts on
... Highway 50 more than two miles west ... and the interchange site”). As also explained
above, the 2002 Final EIR responded to comments on each of these issues.

In a footnote to this comment, the commenter asserts that a 2003 letter indicates a larger casino is
foreseeable and that the Supplemental EIR must analyze that larger casino. Contrary to this
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claim, the 2003 letter does not demonstrate that additional machines or a larger casino are
reasonably foreseeable. Rather, the letter only sought to initiate a negotiation process that could
lead to a new compact which would only take effect upon approval by the Governor and
ratification by the Legislature. The letter was submitted to Governor Davis’ administration
shortly before the recall election. The negotiations following that letter concluded without any
recommendation to the Legislature for a new compact for the Shingle Springs Rancheria. There
has been no change to the Shingle Springs compact.

Even if at some point there was discussion regarding a larger casino, such a change could only be
implemented in connection with a new compact, which would have to be approved by the
California Legislature and the United States Department of the Interior. In addition, the terms of
any new compact may place restrictions or further approval requirements on any expansion,
including environmental reviews of impacts associated with any expansion. Given the need for
such legislative and federal approval, and the uncertainty regarding the terms of any revision to
the compact should such a revision be proposed, a larger casino is speculative at this time.
CEQA Guideline 15145 discourages speculation in an EIR.

2-25. The commenter makes the serious accusation that Caltrans has “deliberately suppress[ed]
and/or ignor[ed] the traffic information presented in the Dowling Report in making findings in
the Supplemental EIR that the traffic would have no significant impacts” on Highway 50. As
explained above, the Dowling Report was not submitted as part of any process wherein a
response is required. As also explained, the information in the Dowling Report is years late as a
comment on the 2002 EIR, and is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR. The only findings
in the Supplemental EIR regarding the Interchange Project’s traffic impacts are with respect to
the new alternatives, and those are appropriately comparative to the proposed project. The
commenter’s statements to the contrary are incorrect. Likewise, the suggestion that additional
mitigation may now be required is wrong.

2-26. The commenter again asserts that Caltrans erred in not reciting new traffic information or
including a new traffic analysis in the Supplemental EIR. Please see Responses to
Comments 2-22 through 2-24, above.

2-27. The commenter repeats its contention that Caltrans should re-open the traffic analysis for
the Interchange Project by discussing an update by Dowling and Associates to the Dowling
Report. This update is dated June 27, 2006. Thus, it post-dates the period for commenting on
the EIR’s traffic analysis by four years. Please see Responses 2-22 through 2-24, above, for
further discussion.

2-28. Based on traffic counts and analysis done in 2006, years after the close of the
2002 Final EIR, this comment suggests that two mitigation measures, each consisting of
constructing an additional lane on Highway 50, are required to reduce the Interchange Project’s
traffic impacts to level of service “E”. As explained in Response to Comment 2-24, above,
substantial evidence supports the 2002 EIR’s determination of the necessary mitigation, and the
trial court and the Court of Appeal upheld that determination. As also explained above, the issue
this comment raises is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR, as well as the trial court and
Court of Appeal decisions.
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2-29. This comment reiterates the prior comment regarding the scope of the 2002 Final EIR’s
traffic analysis. Please see Response 2-24, above.

2-30.  This comment suggests that the Supplemental EIR should have revisited the
2002 Final EIR’s analysis and conclusion regarding the environmentally superior interchange
alternative. This is not correct.

First, such an analysis is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIR. The Court of Appeal
specifically limited the additional alternatives analysis to a smaller casino and hotel complex. A
reevaluation of the interchange alternatives is not required.

Second, the comment suggests that the traffic reductions associated with Alternatives D and E
render the 2002 Final EIR’s conclusions regarding the environmentally superior interchange
potentially invalid. As explained in more detail in Response 2-31, below, this comment
disregards all environmental impact categories except traffic.

2-31. The comment claims that the selection of the environmentally superior alternative in the
2002 Final EIR “was largely predicated on the traffic impacts of the diamond interchanges . . .
relative to the Flyover Design.” This is not correct. The diamond interchange alternatives were
also rejected because they affected more biologically sensitive areas, had greater visual effects,
and had greater drainage effects. 2002 Draft EIR at p.2-11. These factors would not change
regardless of the decreased traffic under Alternatives D and E. Further, although the traffic
impacts associated with the diamond interchange designs might be reduced under
Alternatives D and E, they would still be greater than for the flyover alternative because the
flyover alternative eliminates intersections, and therefore is the most efficient design, regardless
of the amount of traffic it carries.

2-32. As explained in Response 2-31, above, the commenter’s claim that the Supplemental EIR
should have revisited the environmentally superior interchange alternative is not correct, and its
belated traffic analysis of the various interchange alternatives is not relevant. Further, the
comment that the Supplemental EIR is deficient because it does not reanalyze the interchange
alternatives disregards the Court of Appeal decision and the resultant scope of the
Supplemental EIR.

2-33. This comment reaches to a Caltrans comment letter on an EIR prepared by Tehama
County to make summary assertions about the Supplemental EIR. Caltrans understands the
commenter’s concerns about impacts to Highway 50. As explained in the 2002 EIR, those
impacts were analyzed and mitigation was imposed. 2002 EIR at Section 5.4. The trial court
and the Court of Appeal upheld that analysis and mitigation. Ruling at 21-22; Decision at 41-44.
As explained in responses 2-23 through 2-32, above, the Supplemental EIR nonetheless
appropriately responds to the Court of Appeal decision, and its conclusions are supported by
substantial evidence.

In particular, this comment notes that the Tehama County EIR used the local thresholds for
ozone precursor significance. Caltrans was not the lead agency for that EIR. It was the choice of
the local lead agency, Tehama County, to use its own air district’s thresholds. That is not the
case here, where Caltrans, a state agency, is the lead agency for CEQA purposes. Caltrans is not
required to use local thresholds. As explained above, this issue has been litigated and decided
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against the assertion that local thresholds must be used. Accordingly, it is beyond the scope of
the Supplemental EIR.

2-34. This comment asserts that the Supplemental EIR’s alternatives analysis does not contain a
sufficient level of detail. Please see Response 2-4, above.

2-35. This comment asserts that the Supplemental EIR’s alternatives analysis does not contain a
sufficient level of detail. Please see Response 2-4, above.

2-36. This comment claims that the Supplemental EIR is deficient because it does not identify
an environmentally superior alternative. The commenter is correct that the Supplemental EIR
does not identify an environmentally superior alternative, but the commenter is not correct that
the Supplemental EIR is deficient. CEQA Guideline 15126.6(e)(2) requires an EIR to identify
an environmentally superior alternative. Pursuant to Guideline 15163, however, a supplemental
EIR need only contain the information necessary to supplement an existing EIR to make that EIR
comply with CEQA. Because the 2002 Final EIR identifies an environmentally superior
alternative (p.2-11), it is unnecessary for the Supplemental EIR to do so again.

In any case, Alternative E, which is comprised of a smaller casino and no hotel, is
environmentally superior among the casino/hotel alternatives other than the No Project
Alternative because its direct and indirect, on-site and off-site impacts in nearly every impact
category would be less than both the proposed project and Alternative E.

2-37.  This is a summary comment regarding the commenter’s objections to the
Supplemental EIR’s  alternatives  analysis. Please see Responses 2-2  and
2-34 through 2-36, above.

2.38. The commenter claims that it was prejudiced because Appendix B to the Supplemental
EIR was not available immediately on Caltrans’ website. In evaluating and responding to this
comment, Caltrans checked available records regarding its website posting, and also checked
records regarding the public availability of the EIR, and the provision of hard copies of the EIR
directly to the commenter. It is correct that Appendix B was posted on the Caltrans website
approximately 15 days following the posting of the Draft Supplemental EIR. The record
demonstrates, however, that Caltrans made the complete Draft Supplemental EIR — including
Appendix B — publicly available during the entire review period at various locations, including
locations in El Dorado County. As a legal matter, posting an EIR on a website is not required as
part of the notice and circulation for a draft EIR, as set forth in CEQA Guideline 15087. CEQA
Guideline 15085(¢e) encourages lead agencies to post EIR notices in electronic format, but there
is no legal requirement to post notices, much less an entire EIR or appendices to an EIR, on a
website. Thus, in having access to hard copies of the Draft Supplemental EIR for the full 45
days, the commenter and the public had all the access to Appendix B that CEQA requires.

Also, Caltrans sent, by Federal Express, numerous complete hard copies of the Supplemental
EIR - including Appendix B — to multiple representatives of the commenter, including the
commenter’s Board of Supervisors and County Transportation Commission, and its County
Counsel and Deputy County Counsel assigned to this matter. These complete hard copies
arrived on May 22, 2006, the same day that the 45-day comment period commenced. See
Federal Express receipts attached as Appendix F to these Responses to Comments. The
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following representatives of El Dorado County received a hard copy of the complete
Draft Supplemental EIR on May 22, 2006:

. Norma Santiago — County Board of Supervisors

. Rusty Dupray — County Board of Supervisors

. Charlie Paine — County Board of Supervisors

. Jack Sweeney — County Board of Supervisors

. Helen Baumann — County Board of Supervisors

. Helen Baumann — County Transportation Commission

. Carl Hagan — County Transportation Commission

. Robby Colvin — County Transportation Commission

. Mark Acuna — County Transportation Commission

10. Jack Sweeney — County Transportation Commission

11. Charlie Paine — County Transportation Commission

12. Marian Washburn — County Transportation Commission
13. Rusty Dupray — County Transportation Commission

14. Lou Green — County Counsel

15. Thomas Cumpston — County Counsel

16. Ed Knapp — County Counsel

17. Liz Diamond — County Department of Transportation

18. Richard Shepard — County Department of Transportation
19. Greg Fuz — County Development Services Director

20. John Litwinovice — County Department of Social Services
21. Gerri Silva — County Environmental Management Department

0~ N BN —

\O

Thus, in addition to having access to the complete Draft Supplemental EIR, El Dorado County
was directly provided with numerous hard copies of the Draft Supplemental EIR on the first day
of the 45-day comment period.

Caltrans also notes that the statement in the comment that the Draft Supplemental EIR was
published on May 18, 2006 is not correct. John Webb, Chief of Caltrans Office of
Environmental Services for the region signed the notice of availability on May 18, 2006, but the
Draft Supplemental EIR was not officially published, and the 45 day-comment period did not
begin to run, until May 22, 2006.

Finally, in response to the commenter’s claims of prejudice, Caltrans has carefully evaluated
those comments and respectfully but firmly disagrees with the commenter. The commenter has
not shown any prejudice resulting from Appendix B being posted on the website a short time
after the main body of the EIR was so posted. As noted above the commenter had received
multiple hard copies of the EIR including Appendix B. Further, based upon its review of this
issue, Caltrans has determined that the commenter did not contact Caltrans about this issue or ask
for an electronic version of Appendix B until the commenter submitted its letter at the end of the
comment period.

The commenter cites Ultramar v. South Coast AQMD (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 689 to support its
claim of prejudice. In that case, a lead agency failed to circulate the entire cumulative impacts
section of the EIR. That case did not involve a temporary delay in posting an appendix on a
website when the lead agency had already complied with all of the requirements in CEQA and
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the CEQA Guidelines for providing notice that a draft EIR is available, and when the lead
agency had actually made that draft EIR available.

2-39. Caltrans disagrees that the Supplemental EIR does not respond to the Court of Appeal
decision and must be withdrawn. See Responses 2-1 through 2-38, above.
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